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This report exai.il? es the College Discovery and 
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FOREWORD 



This volume continues to report on a study of the College Discovery and 
Development Program, Prong II. The first year of this program was reported in 
January 19 67 by Daniel Tanner and Genaro Lachica, Discovering and Developing the 
College Potential of Disadvantaged High School Youth . 

The report which follows describes the second year of the program and 
should be considered only in conjunction with the first year's report. The 
reader is strongly cautioned against drawing any but the most tentative conclu- 
sions at this time. The first phase of the program, the high school experience 
of its students, will not be completed for the first class enrolled until June 
1968. Since the second and third classes are one and two years respectively 
behind the first class, data collection for the high school phase of the College 
Discovery and Development Program cannot be completed until June 1970. Further- 
more, the second phase of the program, its students’ college experience, will 
not begin until September 1968. Trends which may seem to be emerging must 
therefore be viewed with caution: while time and further experience may 

demonstrate the reality of some of these trends, we have noted several which 
may be temporary artifacts. 
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CHAPTER I 



THE SECOND YEAR OF THE COLLEGE DISCOVERY AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Program Goals 

The basic goals of the College Discovery and Development Program 
remained essentially unchanged during this second year. These purposes have 
been described in the Tanner-Lachica report : 

The major objective of the Program is to discover and 
develop the college potential of disadvantaged youth who, 
without the benefit of intensive and long-range educational 

support of a special nature, would be unlikely to enter 
college. 

The specific objectives of the Program are: (l) identify 

disadvantaged youth who, at the end of the ninth grade, have 
heretofore been "undiscovered" in their potential for college, 

(2) to improve their motivation for school work, (3) to 
improve their levels of achievement in school, (4) to develop 
their expectations for college entrance, and (5) to improve 
their chances for success in college. 

The Populations Studied 

— udent Populations. There were two kinds of changes in the student population 
of the College Discovery and Development Program during its second year. The 
first of these changes involved those students in Class I, hereafter called 
CDD I, who left the program during 1966-67. These losses include students 
dropped from the program by the schools for several causes, those who withdrew 
for their own reasons and those who were forced to leave because their families 
had moved outside the city. No new students were added to CDD I during the 
eleventh grade or junior year of high school study. 



The second kind of population change during the second year of the 
Program involved addition of a second group into the tenth grade in September 
1966. This group, hereafter designated as CDD II, was selected from among 
ninth grade students referred primarily by their school guidance counselors and 



Tanner, Daniel and Lachica, Genaro, Discovering and Developing the College 
Potential of Disadvantaged High School Youth : A Report of the First Year of a 

Longitudinal Study on the College Discovery and Development“Program , Offiee“of 
Research and Evaluation, City University of New York, JanuarJTT 9^7, p. 3.' 
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community action programs; social agencies and interested individuals also 
referred a small number of students. 

Selection Criteria 

The procedures for selecting CDD II were closely similar to those 

which had been used in choosing students for CDD I a year before. These criteria 

2 

were described in the previous report. In summary, these criteria included: 

1. Evidence of socio-economic disadvantage, viz : 

a. Income. 

b. Life Chances Scale. 

2. High potential vs. low academic achievement: 

Priority in selection was given to students 
whose records showed greatest discrepancy 
between apparent potential and ninth grade 
performance, as seen in: 

a. high academic performance early in student’s 
history with marked decline in later grades. 

b. ninth grade scores on Metropolitan Reading 
Test above students’ actual grade level 
combined with low academic grades. 

c. high scores on other standardized tests 
combined with low academic grades. 

d. unevenness of academic performance: i.e. 

marked discrepancies as between performances 
in various school subjects. 

3. Evidence other than standardized test scores: 

a. Leadership, special aptitudes, creativity and 
personality factors. 

b. Students autobiographical statements. 

c. Desire to enter program. 

d. School attendance record. 

e. Absence of severe physical and emotional disability. 

f. Age within two years of usual ninth grade placement. 



2 
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4. Sex Ratio: 

Approximately 60 $ boys to 40$ girls. 

There were, however, three differences between the procedures used in 
the selection of CDD II and CDD I populations. Students who participated in the 
residential summer programs for CDD I had been selected by use of a table of 
random numbers and the CDD I summer population was therefore a random sample 
drawn from among the total CDD I group. However, CDD II summer program students 
were selected from among the total CDD II group by application of certain family 
income criteria. These economic criteria are summarized in Tables A and B: 

PERMISSIBLE MAXIMUM WEEKLY FAMILY INCOME 3 
Non-Farm Families 



TABLE A 

No. persons in family 


Dollars 


TABLE B 

No. persons in family 


Dollars 


1 


$1,500 


1 


$2,000 


2 


2,000 


2 


3,000 


3 


3,500 


3 


3,500 


4 


3,000 


4 


4,000 


5 


3,500 


5 


4,500 


6 


4,000 


6 


5,000 


7 


4,500 


7 


5,500 


8 


5,000 


8 


6, 000 


9 


5,500 


9 


6,500 


10 


6,000 


10 


7,000 


Above 10 - add $500 for 
additional member 


each 


Above 10 - add $500 for 
additional member 


each 



Note: 90$ of those selected must meet Table A criteria; up to 10$ 

may be selected under Table B criteria. 



A second change of selection criteria involved a minor modification 

4 

of the Life Chances Scale. The Life Chances Scale which had been adapted as one 
of the screening criteria in selecting the initial group for the program was 
revised in the selection of the second group. Instead of the highest possible 
score of a score of 9 became the maximum for the new scale. The item "both 
parents alive and living together" was split into two i.e., "both parents alive" 
and "parents living together" and scored -2 points each. A new item (mother: 
professional, technical, managerial, official, or proprietorial) was added. Two 



US 0E0, Guidelines, Upward Bound, 0E0, 1967-68 p. 5. 

4 

Dentler, Robert H and Monroe, Lawrence J. , "The Family and Early Adolescent 
Conformity," Marriage and Family Living, XXIII, August, 1961, 3: 241-47. 
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negative items with a score of -1 each were used to arrive at an adjusted Life 



Chances Score. 

There were also a very small number of minor exceptions made to the 
selection criteria in cases where unusual circumstances indicated the desirability 
of admitting particular children. 

In summary the major changes in student personnel during program year 
1966-67 involved losses of enrolled students and the enrollment of an additional 
second group of students. Detailed information concerning the student populations 
is included in this report in later chapters (ill, IV, V). 

Staff Changes 

There were a number of staff changes in the College Discovery and 
Development Program during 1966-67. Dean Harry A. Rivlin, whose ideas had led 
to the original planning of the program and whose vigorous support contributed 
strongly to its implementation, retired and left the University during school 
year 1966-67. Dr. Harold H. Abelson continued active support of this program in 
his capacity as Acting Dean. The former Director of this program resigned and 
a new Director was appointed. Dr. Pearl Brod joined the College Discovery and 
Development staff as Field Coordinator. There were also a number of changes 
among the staff of research assistants. 

There were also changes among the staffs of the College Development 
Centers in the five high schools, especially at teacher level. Thus, because 
a second group of 523 students was added to the enrollment in September 1966, a 
considerably larger number of teachers were needed. Additional teachers were 
assigned by the principals of the five host schools under the existing agree- 
ments between City University and the Board of Education, (supported by a 
United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare grant to the Board of 
Education under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act). In 
addition, a second guidance counselor was appointed to each College Development 
Center under the same funding. 

The doubling of enrollment, although accompanied by adequately 
increased school staff in terms of numbers, created new problems of two major 
kinds. The first of these involved physical facilities. Four of the five host 
schools were already occupied beyond reasonable capacity; their administrators 
found it necessary to adopt a variety of ingenious strategies to house the 
additional students and staff of this program. That they were able to do so 
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effectively is a tribute to their professional talent and commitment to the 
program and its students. 

A second kind of problem involved orientation and development of 
specialized insights and skills among the teachers newly assigned to College 
Discovery and Development classes. Efforts to solve these problems are 
described later in this report in a chapter on curriculum (Chapter Vi). 



CHAPTER II 



PROCEDURES, SUBJECTS, AND INSTRUMENTS 



Problems. The major research problem of this longitudinal study is to determine 
th e long range effect of the College Discovery and Development Program on the 
educational progress of students with educational and socio-economic handicaps. 
This second report, therefore, will continue the evaluation begun in the first 
annual report and will not attempt at this point to deal with those problems 
that can only be answered through long-range study. 

The first group (College Discovery and Development Group I, CDD I) 
now in its second year of the program and in the eleventh grade of high school, 
will be examined to determine changes in composition of the classes m the 
different centers. 

The second group (College Discovery and Development Group XX, CDD II) 
of entering tenth graders will be described at greater length in terms of socio- 
economic characteristics, aptitude measures and previous academic record. The 
second group (CDD II) will also be compared to the first group at intake to 
determine whether or not these groups are comparable. 

The achievement of CDD I in its second year will be compared^with the 
achievement of a corresponding group of academic students (Control I). 

The progress in academic performance of CDD I will be evaluated by 
comparing their present grades with those in the previous year. 

The achievement of CDD II will also be compared with the achievement 
of a comparison group (Control II) as well as the performance of CDD I in its 

tenth year.^" 

The effect of the summer program on achievement and other related 
factors will be evaluated by comparing the performance of the participants with 
those of the non-participants. This will be done for both CDD groups I and II. 

Subjects . CDD I consists of 499 subjects who had remained for the second year 
of the program and were in the eleventh grade of high school. Control I consists 



^he term control refers to an "ideal" comparison group rather than a gmp of 
students comparable in aptitude and socio-economic background, c.f. 

SSel and Lachica, Genaro, Discovering and Developing the College Pctenti^ of 

Disadvantage^ High School Youth: EM <^°£ 

Study on The ~ College Discovery and Development Prog™- °« lce of Research 
SvaluatTonTcity University of Hew York, January 1967, p. 20. 
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of 473 subjects who had been sampled from the population of college preparatory 
students in the five Development Centers in the tenth grade and who had remained 
in the same academic program for the eleventh grade of high school. 

CDD II, the second entering group of tenth graders., has 511 subjects. 
Control II, which is also a comparison group of college preparatory students 

contains 453 subjects. 

Whereas Control I was sampled from among the five Development Centers, 
those subjects in Control II were only taken from four Development Centers; 
college preparatory subjects for a comparison group were not made available for 

testing at one of the Centers. 

Instruments . Information collected the previous year on CDD I and Control I will 
again be used extensively for the present analysis. 

For CDD II, background information and previous achievement measures 
were taken from the application forms filled out by the applicants and guidance 
counselors prior to admission to the program. Aptitude measures were obtained 
for both CDD II and Control II by administration of the Differenti al Aptitu de 
Tests (the Verbal Reasoning, Numerical Ability, and Abstract Reasoning Subtests) 
and the Stanford Achievement Test ( the English and Reading Subtests). 

The attendance, final marks and regents scores for both the fall and 
spring semesters were supplied by the Centers concerned. 

Statistical Tools . The descriptive data obtained on both Groups I and II are 
presented to show differences between the Centers as well as within each Center. 

The chi square test was used to determine whether or not significant 
differences existed in the distribution of students between CDD I and CDD II 
among Centers on socio-economic variables. 

The similarity or disparity of distribution of subjects in CDD II 
among the Centers was assessed according to various socio-economic categories 

by the chi square test. 

Continuous variables such as grade averages, test scores, attendance, 
weekly family income and the like are given in terms of means and standard 
deviations. The analysis of variance is employed to test differences between 
means. Where the F ratio is significant, the t test is then used to determine 
the significance of the differences between pairs of means. 
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In treating the averages of CDD I over four terms, an analysis of 
variance for repeated measures is used. 

In comparing the CDD subjects to the Control subjects by Center, the 
t test was used to make comparisons between means. 

Inter school Comparisons . Inferences have not been drawn concerning the causes of 
differences between Centers. Data have been tabulated by College Discovery Center s, 
however, for several reasons. It is evident upon even casual examination of the 
tabulations of descriptive data that there are very important differences between 
the populations of the five CDD Centers. These population differences are such 
that essential and operative variables may well be concealed when total group 
data are considered. 

Second, the investigators’ interests do not include either general or 
specific evaluation of any of the schools, their staffs, or of individuals 
involved in the CDD Program. While it is possible for the reader to attempt to 
identify the schools and to draw comparative conclusions he is cautioned that 
the population differences among the schools are complex and great, that the 
populations of the five centers are not comparable in general but only for the 
specific characteristics for which each table was constructed. Furthermore, 
such comparisons, even of data here-in tabulated, can have validity only in 
terms of the specific times, sources and statistical treatments of each type 
of data here reported. 

Third, data have been tabulated by Center for future convenience: for 

example, it is planned to study changes in certain attitudes of CDD students 
during their high school careers. The current descriptive data tabulations, 
together with those of the previous report and those obtained in the future will 
be needed in seeding to assess sources of any such attitudinal changes in 
future studies. 

Finally, the r, ader is advised that use of this report for ad 
institutionem, ad hominem or similar purposes is neither anticipated, intended 
nor approved by its authors whose only purpose is to seek ways by which formerly 
disadvantaged students may be helped to become more successful with greater 
satisfactions for themselves and augmented value to society. 



CHAPTER III 



CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION 
A. CDD I 

The initial class of College Discovery students enrolled in the five 
High School Development Centers included 579 students. Of these^ 499 remained 
in the program at the beginning of the second year. Of the 80 students who 
failed to come back^ l6 had to leave the Program because their families left 
New York City. 

There are presently over all Centers 206 females and 293 males who 
have remained in the program. 

TABLE 1 

COLLEGE DISCOVERY ENROLLMENT BY CENTERS 
FOR THE ELEVENTH YEAR - CDD I 
MALES AND FEMALES 



Center 


Male 


Female 


Total 


N 


i 


N 


1° 


I 


68 


59.1 


47 


40.9 


115 


II 


79 


69.9 


34 


30.1 


113 


III 


53 


53.5 


46 


46.5 


99 


IV 


40 


48.3 


42 


51.2 


82 


V 


53 


58.9 


37 


4l.l 


90 


Total 


293 


58.7 


206 


41.3 


499 
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Table 2 represents the ethnic distribution of CDD in its second year. 
The combined Negro and Puerto Rican populatioxis accounted for 65 per cent of 
the enrollment. This reflects the same distribution as the previous year. 

This seems to indicate that the attrition rate for all the ethnic groups 
involved in the program is the same. 

TABLE 2 

ETHNIC DISTRIBUTIONS - CDD I 





, N 




Negro 


206 


42.0 


Puerto Rican 


111 


22.8 


Other 


172 


35.2 


Total 


489 


100.0 



B. CDD II 

Socio-economic Characteristics at Intake and Comparison to CDD I 

Table 3 presents the breakdown by Center and by sex of CDD II. It 
indicates that 57.3 per cent of the students in CDD II are males. The same 
proportion of males to females seems to have been approximated in all Centers 
except for Center I which has a higher percentage of males. 

TABLE 3 

COLLEGE DISCOVERY ENROLLMENT BY CENTERS 
MALES AND FEMALES 
CDD II 



Center 


Male 

5 


Female 


Total 


I 


57 


64.0 


32 


36.0 


89 


II 


67 


55.8 


53 


44.2 


120 


III 


55 


55.6 


44 


44.4 


99 


IV 


61 


57.5 


45 


42.5 


106 


V 


53 


54.6 


44 


45.4 


97 


Total 


293 


57.3 


218 


42.7 


511 



! ERIC 
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There is no significant difference ($= 1.78; P > .0?) between the 
n um ber of males and females for ODD II as compared to CDD I. This difference 
is shown only in Center II where the proportion of females has increased 
significantly (X^= 7.4; P < .01, Table 4). 

TABLE 4 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
by Sex 



Center 




I 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


Total 


Males 


CDD I 


78 


87 


76 


50 


64 


355 




CDD II 


57 


67 


55 


6l 


53 


293 


Females 


CDD I 


53 


37 


47 


51 


36 


224 




CDD II 


32 


53 


44 


45 


44 


218 


Table 5, showing the 


ethnic distribution 


at intake of 


CDD II in 




comparison 


with that of CDD 


I* 


reveals no significant deviation 


in ethnic 




2 

composition ()C = 1.71; P > 


.05). 
















TABLE 5 












COMPARISON OF ETHNIC 


DISTRIBUTION 










FOR CDD I AND CDD II 










Negro 




Puerto Rican 




Other 


Total 




Class I 


206 




111 




172 


489 






(216.5)* 




(104.6) 




( 167 . 9 ) 






Class II 


235 




102 




170 


507 






(224.5) 




(108.4) 




( 174 . 1 ) 






Total 


441 




213 




3^2 


996“ 






*expected frequency 
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Mean ages of students in months by Center are presented in Table 6. 
The analysis of variance (Table 7) yielded no significant difference between 

Centers. 

TABLE 6 



AGE OF STUDENTS IN MONTHS - CDD II 



Center 


N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 


87 




182.60 


22.89 


II 


119 




183.78 


18.21 


III 


99 




183.13 


19.57 


IV 


101 




182.73 


5.60 


V 


97 




l 85 .ll 


5.73 


Total 


503 




183.50 


15.60 






TABLE 7 








AGE IN MONTHS - 


CDD II 






ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 




Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


385.68 


4 


96.42 


.39 


Error 


122040.06 


498 


245.06 




Total 


122425.74 


502 







i 

] 



U 

r ~'t 

I 

a 



o 

ERIC 



~ 
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The data in Table 8 indicates that for 56.9 per cent of CDD II students, 
both parents are alive and living together. This pattern is almost identical to 
the one obtained for CDD I as revealed in Table 9 (X 2 = 4.30,, p > .05). In fact, 
the percentage of cases in which both parents are not alive and living together 
(41.7 per cent) is identical for both groups. 

TABLE 8 

BOTH PARENTS ALIVE AND LIVING TOGETHER 

CDD II 



Center 


Yes 




No 


No Information 


N % 


N 


* 


N 




I 


4o 45.0 


48 


53.9 


1 


1.1 


II 


67 55.8 


52 


43.3 


1 


0.9 


III 


53 53.5 


45 


45.5 


1 


1.0 


IV 


7b 69.8 


31 


29.2 


1 


1.0 


V 


57 58.8 


37 


38.1 


3 


3.1 


Total 


291 56.9 


213 


41.7 


7 


1.4 






TABLE 9 










COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II ON THE 








NUMBER OF PARENTS ALIVE AND LIVING TOGETHER: 










ALL CENTERS 










Yes 


No 


No Information 




Total 


CDD I 


318 


241 


19 




578 




(323. 2)* 


(241.0) 


(13.8) 






CDD II 


291 

(285.8) 


213 

(213.0) 


7 

(12.2) 




511 


Total 

xr - - _ n ^ 


60Q 


454 


26 




IO89 



^expected frequency 



o 

ERIC 
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In 68*6 per cent of those cases in which either of the parents or both 
are missing, the mother is the head of the household (Table 10). This is 27.7 
per cent of the total number in CDD II and is comparable to that per cent in 
CDD I which was 28.0 per cent. 

TABLE 10 

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD WHERE PARENTS ARE NOT LIVING TOGETHER 

CDD II 



Center 


Mother & 
Stepfather 


Father & 
Stepmother 


Mother 


Father 


Guardian 


Other 


N f 


N 


IT 


N 


nr 


N 


N 


nr 


N 


I 


7 14.6 


1 


2.1 


35 


72.9 


1 2.1 


3 


6.3 


1 2.1 


II 


10 17.9 


1 


1.8 


37 


66.1 


3 5.4 


5 


8.9 


0 0.0 


III 


2 4.4 


2 


4.4 


34 


75.6 


3 6.7 


4 


8.9 


0 0.0 


IV 


5 16.1 


1 


3.2 


20 


64.5 


3 9.7 


1 


3.2 


1 3.2 


V 


5 18.5 


2 


7.4 


16 


59.3 


2 7.4 


2 


7.4 


0 0.0 


Total 


29 14. 0 


7 


3.4 142 


68.6 


12 5.8 


15 


7.2 


2 1.0 




Even though the 


data indicates 


that 56.9 


per cent 


of the 


students have 


parents who are living together, it 


is only in 54.6 per cent 


of the 


: cases 


that the 


CDD II 


students are living with the parents (Table 


11 )> 














TABLE 11 
















STUDENTS 


LIVING WITH PARENTS 














CDD 


II 












Center 




Yes 






No 




No Information 




N 


— r 






N 


5T 




N 


1 


I 


38 


42.7 






51 


57.3 




0 


0.0 


II 


64 


53.3 






56 


46.7 




0 


0.0 


III 


53 


53.5 






45 


45.5 




1 


1.0 


IV 


72 


67.9 






33 


31.1 




1 


1.0 


V 


52 


53.6 






42 


43.3 




3 


3.1 


Total 


279 


54.6 






227 


44.4 




5 


1.0 
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Center V is unique in having a higher percentage of CDD II students 
residing in institutions, which was also the case for CDD I (Table 12). Indeed, 
there is no significant difference between CDD I and CDD II in the distribution 
of students over all Centers living with foster parents or in institutions 

(X 2 = 7.1, P > .05). 

TABLE 12 

STUDENTS LIVING WITH FOSTER PARENTS AND IN INSTITUTIONS 

CDD II 



Center 








Foster 

N 


Parents 

— i ' 




Institutions 

~~n i 


I 








1 


1.1 




2 


2.2 


II 








1 


0.8 




0 


0.0 


III 








0 


0.0 




0 


0.0 


IV 








2 


1.9 




0 


0.0 


V 








1 


1.0 




14 


14.4 


Total 








5 


1.0 




16 


3.1 




Table 


13 indicates that 90.4 


per cent of the students in 


CDD II have 


fathers 


who are 


living and 7* 6 


per cent 


have fathers who are deceased. In 38.7 per 


cent of 


the cases in which the 


father is living. 


he is not living with his 


children. 










TABLE 13 












STUDENTS REPORTING FATHERS LIVING OR DECEASED 














CDD II 








Center 




Father Living 




Father 


Deceased 


No Information 






N 


V 




N 


i 


N 




I 




84 


94.4 




4 


4.5 


1 


1.1 


II 




105 


86.8 




12 


9.9 


4 


3.3 


III 




91 


91.9 




7 


7.1 


1 


1.0 


IV 




97 


91.5 




8 


7.5 


1 


0.9 


V 




86 


88.7 




8 


8.2 


3 


3.1 


Total 




463 


90.4 




39 


7.6 


10 


2.0 
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As compared to CDD I, there seems to be a significantly higher 
proportion of cases of students in CDD II who reported their fathers as living 
(X 2 = 31.3, p < .01, Table l4). 

TABLE l4 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II ON STUDENTS REPORTING FATHERS LIVING OR DECEASED 

ALL CENTERS 





Father Living 


Father Deceased 


No Information 


Tota. 


CDD I 


468 


53 


57 


578 




(493.7)* 


(48.8) 


(35.5) 




CDD II 


463 


39 


10 


512 




(437.3) 


(43.2) 


(31.5) 




Total 


931 


92 


67 


1090 



In Table 15, it is seen that 94.7 per cent of the subjects report 
their mothers as living. However in contrast to the percentage of students who 
are not living with their fathers, only 7.2 per cent of those who reported their 
mothers as alive do not have their mothers at home. 

TABLE 15 

STUDENTS REPORTING MOTHERS LIVING OR DECEASED 

CDD II 



Center 


Mother 

N 


Living 

■T 


Mother 

N 


Deceased 

V 


No Information 
N % 


I 


85 


95.5 


3 


3.4 


1 


1.1 


II 


113 


93.4 


4 


3.3 


4 


3.3 


III 


95 


96.0 


3 


3.0 


1 


1.0 


IV 


102 


96.2 


3 


2.8 


1 


0.9 


V 


90 


92.8 


4 


4.1 


3 


3.1 


Total 


485 


94.7 


17 


3.3 


10 


2.0 




*expected frequency 
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Table 16 indicates no significant difference (x 2 = 1.7, p > .05) 

between ODD I and CDi) II in the proportion of students reporting their mothers 
to be living. 



TABLE 16 

COMPARISONS OF CDD I AND CDD II ON STUDENTS 
REPORTING MOTHERS LIVING OR DECEASED 
ALL CENTERS 





Mother Living 


Mother Deceased 


No Information 


Total 


CDD I 


538 


22 


18 


578 




(542.5)* 


(20.7) 


(14.8) 




CDD II 


485 


17 


10 


512 




(480. 5 ) 


(18.3) 


(13.2) 




Total 


1023 


39 


28 


1090 




The mean and standard deviation of the number of persons in the family 


for each 


Center of CDD II are given 


in Table 17. 










TABLE 17 








NUMBER OF PERSONS IN FAMILY - CDD II 




Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


86 


5.36 


I.89 


II 


120 


5. 


.50 


2.18 


III 


121 


4.31 


2.70 


IV 


106 


6.09 


2.09 


V 


83 


6.69 


2.17 


Total 


516 


5. 


,51 


2.39 



*expected frequency 
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The analysis of variance yielded an F value significant at the .01 
level; therefore, the average number of persons in the family differs from 
Center to Center. 

TABLE 18 

NUMBER OF PERSONS IN FAMILY 
CDD II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 



SS 



df 



MS 



F 



Center 562.84 4 l40.?l 30.20** 

Error 2382.13 511 4.66 

Total 2944. 97 515 



**significant at the .01 level 

Table 19 presents the differences between the means of any two Centers. 
Center III is significantly lower than any other Center in the number of persons 
in the family, whereas center V is significantly higher than any other Center. 

TABLE 19 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
NUMBER OF PERSONS IN FAMILY 
CDD II 



Center 




V 


IV 


II 


I 


III 




Mean 


6.69 


6.09 


5.50 


5.36 


4.31 


V 


6.69 




. 60 * 


1 . 19 ** 


1.33** 


2 . 38 ** 


IV 


6 . 09 






.59* 


.73* 


1.78** 


II 


5.50 








.14 


1 . 19 ** 


I 


5.36 










1.05** 


III 


4.31 













•^significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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Center IV is sho'/n in Table 20 to have a significantly higher average 
number of persons in each family for CDD II as compared to CDD I. Over five 
Centers there is also a significant difference between CDD I and CDD II, in 
favor of CDD II, in the mean number of persons in the family. 

TABLE 20 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON THE FUMBER OF PERSONS IN FAMILY 





Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


CDD II 


Means 


t 


I 


5.07 


5.36 


- .29 


-i.o4 


II 


5.31 


5.50 


- .19 


- .73 


III 


4.66 


4.31 


.35 


1.20 


IV 


5.45 


6.09 


- .64 


- 2.37* 


V 


5.97 


6.69 


- .72 


- . 66 


Total 


5.24 


5.31 


- .27 


- 2 . 08 * 


*significant at the .05 level 










The mean and standard deviation of the number of rooms per 


household 


for CDD 


II are found in Table 21. 


TABLE 21 








NUMBER OF ROOMS 


PER HOUSEHOLD - 


CDD II 




Center 


N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 


88 




5.05 


1.38 


II 


ll4 




4.98 


1.4l 


III 


92 




4.79 


1.14 


IV 


101 




4.06 


3.00 


V 


93 




4.46 


3.06 


Total 


488 




4.59 


2.18 




The analysis of variance yeilded an F value significant at the .05 
level (Table 22). Centers 1^ II and III are significantly higher than Center 
IV in the mean number of rooms (Table 23). 

TABLE 22 

NUMBER OF ROOMS PER HOUSEHOLD - CDD II 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 




SS 


df 




MS 


F 


Center 




51.70 


4 




12.93 


2.76* 


Error 




2260.17 


483 




4.68 




Total 




2311.87 


487 








*significant at the 


.05 level 
















TABLE 23 












DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN NUMBER 








OF ROOMS PER HOUSEHOLD 














CDD II 








Center 




I 


II 


III 


V 


IV 




Mean 


5.05 


4.98 


4.79 


4.46 


4. 06 


I 


5.05 




.07 


.26 


.59 


.99** 


II 


4.98 






.19 


.52 


.92** 


III 


4.79 








.33 


.73* 


V 


4.46 










.40 


IV 


4.06 













**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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When compared to CDD I across all Centers., CDD II had a significantly 
lower mean. This trend was reflected in Cmters IV and V (Table 24). 

TABLE 24 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON THE NUMBER OF ROOMS PER HOUSEHOLD 



Center 




CDD I 


Mean 


CDD II 




Diff. bet. 
Mean 


t 


I 




4.84 






5.05 






- .21 




.14 


II 




5.00 






4.98 






.02 




.11 


III 




4.52 






4.79 






- .27 




-1.69 


IV 




5.86 






4.o6 






1.80 




5.14** 


V 




6. 07 






4.46 






1.61 




6. 4l** 


Total 




5.17 






4.59 






.58 




4.90** 


**significant 


at the .01 


level 
















Table 25 indicates 


that a 


majority of 


the fathers 


of CDD 


II 


students 


were born in the United ! 


States North or Canada. 


A slightly lower percentage of 


fathers 


came : 


from the United 


States 


South and a 


, still 


lower 


number 


were born in 


Puerto 


Rico. 






























TABLE 25 




















FATHER’S BIRTHPLACE 




















CDD II 














U.S 


. North 


U.S 


. South 


Puerto 


Rico 


Other 


Don’ 


t Know or 


Center 


and 


Canada 














No Information 




N 


r 


N 


r 


N 


i 


N 


i 


N 


% 


I 


28 


31.5 


23 


25.8 


14 


15.7 


17 


19.1 


7 


7.9 


II 


32 


26.7 


33 


27.5 


23 


19.1 


29 


24.2 


3 


2.5 


III 


27 


27.3 


23 


23.2 


30 


30.3 


17 


17.2 


2 


2.0 


IV 


43 


40.6 


30 


28.2 


4 


3.8 


25 


23.6 


4 


3.8 


V 


56 


57.8 


8 


8.2 


12 


12.4 


14 


14.4 


7 


7.2 


Total 


186 


36.4 


117 


22.9 


83 


16.2 


102 


20.0 


23 


4.5 
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; CDD I and CDD II do not differ significantly when compared as to 

1 birthplace of fathers (X 2 = 2.98,, p > .05, Table 26). 

. 1 TABLE 26 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 

j ON THE FATHER'S BIRTHPLACE 

* j ALL CENTERS 



t 

j 1 






U.S. North 
and Canada 




U.S. South 


Puerto Rico 




Other 


Total 


i 

* 

1 


CDD I 




165 

(174.6)* 




123 

(119.4) 


99 

(90.5) 




96 

(98.5) 


483 


ii 


CDD II 




186 

(176. 4) 




117 

(120.6) 


83 

(91.5) 




102 

(99.5) 


488 


1 i 
\ } 


Total 




351 




24 o 


182 




198 


971 


j , 




As 


was true for the 


: fathers, the highest percentage of the mothers 


were 


u 


born in 


the United States or 


Canada (4l.O per cent), followed by the United 


States 




South and Puerto Rico (Table 27). 










L 










TABLE 27 










r 










MOTHER’S BIRTHPLACE 








L 

• « 










CDD II 












Center 


U.S 

and 


. North 
Canada 


U.S. 


South Puerto 


Rico Other 


Don't Know or 
No Information 


c 




N 


% 


N 


~ f N 


% N 


i 


N 


~ir- 




I 


30 


33.7 


22 


24.7 16 


18.0 18 


20.2 


3 


3.4 


L 


II 


42 


35.0 


30 


25.0 22 


18.3 20 


16.7 


6 


5.0 




III 


28 


28.3 


23 


23,2 30 


30. 3 18 


18.2 


0 


0.0 


[ 


IV 


54 


51.0 


25 


23.6 8 


7.5 17 


16.0 


2 


1.9 


L- 


V 


55 


56,7 


10 


10.3 13 


13.4 14 


l4.4 


5 


5.2 


L 


Total 


209 


4l.o 


110 


21.5 89 


17.4 87 


17.0 


16 


3.1 



r 






ERIC 



*expected frequency 
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The chi square test shows no significant difference between CDD I and 

p 

CDD II as to birthplace of the mother (X = 5.89* p > .05* Table 28). 

TABLE 28 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON THE BIRTHPLACE OF MOTHER 





U.S. North 
and Canada 


U.S. South 


Puerto Rico 


Other 


Total 


CDD I 


198 


144 


103 


74 


519 




(208.3)* 


(130.0) 


(98.3) 


(82.4) 




CDD II 


209 


110 


89 


87 


495 




(198.7) 


(124.0) 


(93.7) 


(78. 6) 




Total 


407 


254 


192 


161 


1014 




A different picture is seen when the birthplace of 


the students 


1 is 


examined (Table 29). In 


spite of the fact that only 36.4 per 


cent of the 


fathers 


and 4l.O 


per cent of the 


mothers were born in the United States North or 


Canada, 


almost 72 per cent of the students themselves were born in the United States North 


or Canada 


*• 














TABLE 29 










STUDENT’S BIRTHPLACE 










CDD II 









Center 


U.S. North 
and Canada 


U.S. 


South 


Puerto 


Rico 


Other 


No Information 




N 


r 


N 


* 


N 


i 


N 


nr 


N 


% 


I 


57 


64.0 


10 


11,2 


6 


6.8 


14 


15.8 


2 


2.2 


II 


71 


59.2 


8 


6.7 


12 


10.0 


23 


19.1 


6 


5.0 


III 


73 


73.7 


6 


6.1 


11 


11.1 


8 


8.1 


1 


1.0 


IV 


84 


79.2 


7 


6. 6 


0 


0.0 


11 


10.4 


4 


3.8 


V 


82 


84.5 


2 


2.1 


4 


4.1 


9 


9.3 


0 


0.0 


Total 


367 


71.8 


33 


6.5 


33 


6.5 


65 


12.7 


13 


2.5 




^expected frequency 
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Agaiiij the difference between CDD II and CDD 1^ when they are compared 
to birthplace is non- significant (X = 5*44^ p > .05* Table 30) • 

TABLE 30 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON THE STUDENT’S BIRTHPLACE 
ALL CENTERS 





U.S. North 
and Canada 


U.S. South Puerto Rico 


Other 


No Information 


Total 


CDD I 


429 

(422.5)* 


34 50 

(35.6) (44.1) 


53 

(62.6) 


12 

( 13 . 3 ) 


578 


CDD II 


367 

(373.5) 


33 33 

(31.4) (38.9) 


65 

(55.4) 


13 

( 11 . 7 ) 


511 


Total 


796 


67 83 


118 


25 


IO 89 


The mean and standard deviation for the number of years CDD II students 
have resided at the present address are given in Table 31. It appears that on 
the average the students have lived for at least five years at the present 
location. The analysis of variance yielded no significant differences between 
Centers as to length of residence at the present address (Table 32). 






TABLE 31 









NUMBER OF YEARS AT PRESENT ADDRESS - CDD II 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


78 


6.72 


6.38 


II 


109 


5.88 


4.46 


III 


89 


7.85 


4.68 


IV 


104 


7.35 


8.88 


V 


93 


7.10 


4.96 


Total 


473 


6.96 


5.07 



ERIC 



^expected frequency 
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TABLE 32 

NUMBER OF YEARS AT PRESENT ADDRESS - ODD II 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


220. 49 


4 


55.12 


2.16 


Error 


11965.58 


468 


25.57 




Total 


12186.07 


472 








Comparing CDD I and CDD 


II on the number of years at the present address 


showed them to be not significantly different (Table 


33). 








TABLE 33 








COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD 


II 






ON THE NUMBER OF YEARS AT THE PRESENT ADDRESS 






Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


CDD II 


Means 


t 


I 


5.35 


6.72 


-1.37 


-1.59 


II 


6.23 


5.88 


.35 


.65 


III 


7.13 


7.85 


1 

• 

no 


-1.44 


IV 


7.79 


7.35 


.44 


.43 


V 


6,38 


7.10 


- .72 


- 1.00 



Total 



6.51 



6.96 



- .44 



-1.42 
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Only 1.2 per cent of the fathers are employed in a professional 
occupation. Alm ost 62 per cent are non-professionals (Table 34). For 37.4 P e ** 
cent of the students, the fathers are unemployed or no information was obtained. 
Most of the mothers are housewives only (67.7 per cent), whereas approximately 
30 per cent are non-professionals. Only a very small number of mothers are in 
professional employment (Table 35). 

TABLE 34 

OCCUPATION: FATHER 

CDD II 



Center 


Professional 


Non- 


•Professional 


Unemployed 


or No 


Information 


N 


~T 


N 


r 




N 




% 


I 


0 


0.0 


47 


52.8 




42 




47.2 


II 


2 


1.7 


69 


57.5 




49 




40.8 


III 


0 


0.0 


57 


57.6 




42 




42.4 


IV 


4 


3.8 


74 


69.8 




28 




26.4 


V 


0 


0.0 


67 


69.I 




30 




30.9 


Total 


6 


1.2 


314 


61.4 




191 




37.4 










TABLE 35 
















OCCUPATION: MOTHER 


















CDD II 










Center 


Professional 


Non- 


-Professional 


Housewife 


No 


Information 


N 


T 


N 


V 


N 


rr 


N 




I 


0 


0.0 


21 


23.6 


67 


75.3 


1 


1.1 


II 


1 


0.8 


32 


26.7 


78 


65.0 


9 


7.5 


III 


0 


0.0 


32 


32.3 


67 


67.7 


0 


0.0 


IV 


2 


1.9 


38 


35.8 


65 


61.3 


1 


1.0 


V 


0 


0.0 


26 


26.8 


69 


71.1 


2 


2.1 


Total 


3 


0.6 


149 


29.2 


346 


67.7 


13 


2.5 
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Table 36 gives the means and standard deviations for all Centers on 
total weekly income for CDD II families. The analysis of variance yielded a 
significant F value (F = 3.17.? P < .05,, Table 37 ) > indicating a significant 
variation in income from Center to Center. 

TABLE 36 

TOTAL WEEKLY INCOME 
CDD II 



Center 




N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 




83 




84.31 


28.96 


II 




112 




90. 4l 


32.61 


III 




93 




86.63 


32.61 


IV 




99 




114. 44 


38.12 


V 




82 




122.37 


39.20 


Total 




469 




100.24 


34.94 








TABLE 37 












TOTAL WEEKLY INCOME 












CDD II 










ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE BETWEEN 


CENTERS 




Source 




SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 




15183. 29 


4 


3795. 82 


3.17* 


Error 




557440.00 


464 


1197.72 




Total 




572623.29 


468 







Significant at the .05 level 




Centers IV and V are significantly higher in family income level than the 
other three Centers^ whereas they are not significantly different from each other. 
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r 



Centers 1^ II and III are also not significantly different from each other (Table 
38). The higher average income level for Center V is actually inflated because 
a number of their students live in institutions and foster homes and were ommitted 
in the analysis of the data. 

TABLE 38 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN TOTAL WEEKLY INCOME 

CDD II 



Center 




V IV 


II 


III 


I 






Mean 122.37 114.44 


90. 4l 


86.63 


84.31 


V 




122.37 7.93 


30.96* 


35.74** 


37.96** 


IV 




ll4. 44 


24.03** 


27.81** 


30.13** 


II 




90.4l 




3.78 


6. 10 


III 




86.63 






2.32 


I 




84. 31 








**significant 

*significant 


at the .01 level 
at the .05 level 










Table 39 reveals that CDD I and CDD II 


are not significantly different 


in the family* 


s total weekly income. 












TABLE 39 












COMPARISON OF CDD I AND 


CDD II 







ON TOTAL WEEKLY INCOME 



Center 


Mean 

CDD I 


CDD II 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


89.04 


84.31 


4.69 


1.07 


II 


94.55 


90.41 


4.14 


.93 


III 


82.10 


86.63 


-4.53 


-1.01 


IV 


115.45 


ll4. 44 


1.01 


.19 


V 


115.38 


122.37 


-6.99 


-1.16 


Total 


97.53 


100. 24 


-2.71 


-1.19 



j 
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Table 4l gives the mean and standard deviations of the monthly rent 
for CDD II for all Centers. 



TABLE 4l 



MONTHLY KENT - CDD II 



Center 


N 






Mean 


S.D. 


I 


68 






78.87 


25.03 


II 


112 






87.12 


36.12 


III 


89 






67.15 


20.45 


IV 


88 






io 4 . 52 


30.97 


V 


8l 






78.90 


42.10 


Total 


438 






83.76 


34.49 




The analysis of variance (Table 


42) indicates that there is a 


significant 


difference between Centers in monthly rent (F = 


i6.05j p < . 01 ). 








TABLE 42 










MONTHLY 


RENT 










CDD 


II 








ANALYSIS 


OF VAKIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 




Source 


SS 




df 


MS 


F 


Center 


67303.30 




4 


16825.83 


16.05** 


Error 


45385.56 




433 


1048 . 17 




Total 


521160. 86 




437 







**significant at the .01 level 
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Center IV had a significantly higher average monthly rent for its 
CDD II families (Table 43) than that of the other Centers. It was previously 
shown that the average weekly income for Center IV was also higher. Even 
though Center V was also shown in Table 38 to have a higher weekly income, it 
did not show itself to be significantly higher in monthly rent. The mean 
monthly rent for Center III is significantly lower than all other Centers. 

TABLE 43 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
MONTHLY RENT 
CDD II 



Center 


IV 


II 


V I 


III 




Mean 104. 52 


87.12 


78.90 78.87 


67.15 


IV 


104.52 


17. 4 o** 


25.62** 25.65** 


37. 37** 


II 


87.12 




8.22 8.25 


19.97** 


V 


78.90 




.03 


11.75* 


I 


78.87 






11.72* 


III 


67.15 








**significant 


at the „01 level 








*signific.ant 


at the .05 level 








In Center II, the average monthly rent 


for CDD II was higher 


than that 


of CDD I. The 


: reverse was true for Center V (Table 44). The mean across five 


Centers for CDD II was also significantly higher than that of CDD I. 








TABLE 44 








COMPARISON 


OF CDD I AND 


CDD II 






ON MONTHLY RENT 








Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


CDD II 


Mean 


t 


I 


75.14 


78.87 


- 3.73 


-1.01 


II 


74.15 


87.12 


-12.97 


-3.37** 


III 


63.92 


67.15 


- 3.23 


-1. 07 


IV 


96.70 


104. 52 


- 7.82 


- .48 


V 


92.48 


78.90 


13.58 


2.37* 


Total 


78.24 


83. 76 


- 5.52 


-2.54** 




**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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The average number of years of schooling of CDD II fathers and the 
corresponding deviations are listed in Table 45. The analysis of variance 
yielded a significant F (Table 46) indicating that there was a significant 
difference between Centers in the educational background of fathers. 

TABLE 45 

YEARS OF SCHOOLING OF FATHER - CDD II 



Canter 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


71 


9.72 


2.82 


II 


104 


9.55 


3.39 


III 


84 


9.24 


3.23 


IV 


95 


10.56 


2.81 


V 


85 


IO.29 


2.82 


Total 


439 


9.88 


3.08 



TABLE 46 





YEARS OF 
ANALYSIS 


SCHOOLING OF FATHER - CDD II 
OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 






Source 


S3 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


106.16 


4 


26.54 


2.84* 


Error 


4048.45 


434 


9.33 




Total 


4154. 61 


438 







■^significant at the .05 level 



Inter-Center comparisons of means showed that Center IV was significantly 
higher in average schooling of father than Center II and Center III. Center V was 
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also found to have a higher mean than Center III (Table 4?). 

TABLE 47 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
SCHOOLING OF FATHER 
CDD II 



Center 


IV 


'V 


I 


II 


III 




Mean. 10.56 


10.29 


9.72 


9-55 


9.24 


IV 


10.56 


.27 


.84 


1.01* 


1. 32** 


V 


10.29 




.57 


.74 


1.05* 


I 


9.72 






.17 


.48 


II 


9.55 








.31 


III 


9.24 










**significant at the . 01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 












A comparison of CDD I and 


CDD II showed 


that the 


fathers had no 




significant difference in educational attainment (Table 48) 


• 








TABLE 48 










COMPARISON OF CDD I AND 


CDD II 








ON YEARS 


OF SCHOOLING OF FATHER 








Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


CDD II 




Means 


t 


I 


9.21 


9.72 




- .51 


-I.07 


II 


9.97 


9-55 




.42 


• 97 


III 


8.70 


9.24 




-5.38 


-1.05 


IV 


10.32 


10.56 




- .24 


- .58 


V 


10.00 


10.29 




- .29 


- .72 


Total 


9.60 


9.88 




- .28 


-l.4o 



For mothers of CDD 11^ the average number of years of schooling and the 
standard deviation are presented in Table 49. The difference between Centers 
were shown to be significant at the . 01 . level(F = 5 . 85 ., p < . 01 * Table 50 ). 

TABLE 49 

YEARS OF SCHOOLING OF MOTHER - CDD II 



Center 


N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 


83 




9.78 


2.62 


II 


113 




9.53 


3.15 


III 


95 




9.25 


3.17 


IV 


99 




11.01 


2.57 


V 


88 




10.27 


2.43 


Total 


478 




9.96 


2.90 






TABLE 50 








YEARS OF 


SCHOOLING OF MOTHER 


- CDD II 






ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 




Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


188. 71 


4 


47.18 


5.85*- 


Error 


3816. 62 


473 


8.07 




Total 


4005.33 


477 







**significant at the .01 level 

The mothers of students in Center IV had a significantly higher average 
number of years of schooling than those mothers in Centers II* and III. Center 
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V is statistically higher than only Center III (Table 51). 

TABLE 51 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
SCHOOLING OF MOTHER 
CDD II 



Center 




IV 


V 


I 


II 


III 




Mean 


11.01 


10.27 


9-78 


9.53 


9.25 


IV 


11.01 




.74 


1.23** 


1.48** 


1.76** 


V 


10.27 








.74 


1.02* 


I 


9.78 








.25' 


.53 


II 


9.53 










.28 


III 


9.25 













**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 



There was no significant difference in the second year of the program 
in the average number of years of schooling of mothers (Table 52) within individual 
Centers. The significant difference shown for all Centers is an artifact of the 
increased number of cases. 



TABLE 52 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON YEARS OF SCHOOLING OF MOTHER 



Center 


Mean 

CDD I CDD II 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


9.25 


9.78 


- .53 


- 1.26 


II 


9.62 


9.53 


- .09 


- .22 


III 


8.56 


9.25 


- 


-1.51 


IV 


10.78 


11.01 


oo 

C\J 

i 


i 

• 

r\o 

VJl 


V 


10.70 


10.27 


.43 


1.29 


Total 


9.70 


9.96 


1 

ro 

a\ 


- 1 . 96 * 




^significant at the .05 level 
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In Table 53, it is seen that the mean of the Adjusted Life Chance 
Scale score vaiied from 2. ''6 through 3.^4 from Center to Center. For the total 
ODD II population the mean score was 2.83. This variation in Center means was 
shown to be significant since the analysis of variance yielded an F value of 
7.38 (p < .01, Table 54). 

TABLE 53 

ADJUSTED LIFE CHANCE SCORE - CDD II 



Center 


N 






Mean 




it>* D* 


I 


88 






2.48 




1. 72 


II 


ll6 






2.46 




1. 79 


III 


97 






2.53 




1.64 


IV 


101 






3.44 




1. 71 


V 


95 






3.30 




1.94 


Total 


497 






2.83 




1.82 






TABLE 54 










ADJUSTED LIFE 


CHANCE SCORE 










CDD 


II 










ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE BETWEEN 


CENTERS 




Source 


SS 




df 




MS 


F 


Center 


93*62 




4 




23.40 


7.38** 


Error 


1557. 52 




492 




3.17 




Total 


1651.14 




49.6 









**significant at the .01 level 
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It is shown in Table 55 that Center IV has a higher mean Adjusted 
Life Chance score than Centers I, II, and III. Likewise, Center V has a 
higher mean than Centers I, II ar.d III. The other mean differences were found 
to be insignificant. 

TABLE 55 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
ADJUSTED LIFE CHANCE SCORE 
CDD II 



Center 




IV 


V 


ill 


I 


II 




Mean 


3.44 


3.30 


2.53 


2.48 


2.46 


IV 


3.44 




.14 


.91** 


.96** 


.98** 


V 


3.30 






.77** 


.82** 


.84** 


III 


2.53 








.05 


.07 


I 


2.48 










.02 


II 


2.46 













**significant at the .01 level 

No comparison was made between CDD I and CDD II in Adjusted Life Chance 
score; the Modified Life Chance Scale used in the first year was slightly modified 
to become an Adjusted Life Chance score in the second year. Scores on the two 
instruments are, therefore, non-comparable. 

Ninth Grade School Information 

This section will present the results of the statistical analyses of 
school related information taken from the nomination forms. Most of this 
information were considered in the selection of the students for the program. 

One of the factors considered as an indicator of probable success in 
the program was the student’s reading level in the ninth grade as measured by 
the M etropolitan Reading Test . Table 56 shows that the mean reading grade in 
the Centers are all 10.00 or better. This shows that on the average the CDD II 
population was reading above grade level. 
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TABLE 56 

NINTH YEAR READING GRADE LEVEL - ODD II 



Center 


N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 


81 




10.91 


1.32 


II 


io 4 




10.00 


1.60 


III 


85 




10.30 


1.29 


IV 


96 




10.55 


1.29 


V 


81 




10.09 


1.31 


Total 


447 




10.36 


1.42 




Analysis of variance,, 


however, showed there was significant variation 


in mean 


reading level between Centers (Table 57). 


Center I obtained the highest 


average 


reading grade which was 


significantly higher than those for II, 


III, and 


V. Center IV came second with 


a mean higher than 


II and V (Table 58). 








TABLE 57 








NINTH YEAR READING GRADE - 


CDD II 






ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE BETWEEN 


CENTERS 




Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


45.57 


4 


11.39 


5.93** 


Error 


850.10 


442 


1.92 




Total 


895.67 


446 







•^significant at the .01 level 



1 
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TABLE 58 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
NINTH YEAR READING GRADE 
CDD II 



Centers 




I 


IV 


III 


V 


11 




Mean 


10.91 


10.55 


10.30 


10.09 


10.00 


I 


10.91 




.36 


.61** 


.82** 


.91** 


IV 


10.55 






.25 


. 46 * 


. 55 *-* 


III 


10.30 








.21 


.30 


V 


10.09 










.09 


II 


10.00 













•^significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 



When CDD II was compared to CDD I on ninth year reading grade level., there 
was no significant difference found across all Centers. Table 59 indicates, 
however, that significant differences exist for Centers I and II. For Center I, 

CDD II was significantly higher in mean reading level than CDD I, whereas for 
Center II, CDD II was significantly lower than CDD I. 

TABLE 59 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON NINTH YEAR READING GRADE LEVEL 



Center 


Mean 

CDD I 


CDD II 


Diff. bet. 
Mean 


t 


I 


10.28 


10.91 


- .63 


-2.90** 


II 


10.49 


10.00 


.49 


2.36* 


III 


10.16 


10.30 


- .15 


1 

• 

ro 


IV 


10.69 


10.55 


.14 


.71 


V 


9.71 


10.09 


00 

CO 

• 

1 


-1.77 


Total 


10.28 


10.36 


00 

O 

• 

1 


- .80 



**significant at the . 01 level 
•^significant at the .05 level 
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For CDD II_, results of the Metropolitan Achievement Test in mathematics 
were available. In Table 60 are presented the means and standard deviations for 
each Center and for the total second year population. It can be seen that the 
students are in general achieving below grade norms in problem solving whereas 
in reading they were achieving above grade level. 

TABLE 60 

METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST 
MATHEMATICS: PROBLEM SOLVING GRADE LEVEL - CDD II 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


73 


7.82 


1.31 


II 


81 


7.91 


1.26 


III 


82 


7.88 


1.20 


rv 


86 


8.38 


1.22 


V 


55 


7.97 


1.06 


Total 


377 


8.00 


1.25 



The analysis of variance demonstrated significant variability between 
Centers (Table 6l). Center IV with a mean of 8.38 'was significantly higher than 
Centers I, II, and III. The difference between Centers IV and V approaches 
significance at the .05 level (Table 62). 

TABLE 6l 

METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST: PROBLEM SOLVING 

CDD II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


16.90 


4 


4.2: 


2.80'- 


Error 


561.81 


372 


1.51 




Total 


578.71 


376 






*significant at the 


.05 level 
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TABLE 62 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST; PROBLEM SOLVING 



Centers 




IV 


V 11 


III 


I 




Mean 


8.38 


7.97 7.91 


7.88 


7.82 


IV 


8.38 




. 4l . 47* 


„ 50** 


.56** 


V 


7.97 




.06 


.09 


.15 


II 


7.91 






.03 


.09 


III 


7.88 








.06 


I 


7.82 










-^significant 


at the 


.01 level. 








*significant 


at the 


.05 level 








Along with 


t.h<= composite percentile score of the Iowa_ 


Tests of 


Educational 


Development 


the subtests considered 


, in the selection of CDD II 


students 


were the 


Quantitative Thinking ^ and Reading: 


Social Studies. 






An 


examination of Table 63 shows that in all Centers ' 


CDD II students were 


on the average performing above the 


50th percentile. No significant differences 


between Centers or mean percentile ranks were found (Table 64). 


The students in 


the C enter Sj 


therefore^ were on the 


average almost identical in 


their performances 


on the Quantitative Thinking subtest. 












TABLE 63 










IOWA TESTS OF EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT: 








QUANTITATIVE THINKING PERCENTILE RANK - CDD 


II 




Center 




N 


Mean 




S.D. 


I 




76 


54.79 




23.85 


II 




98 


52.56 




21.49 


III 




87 


51.45 




21.20 


IV 




99 


57.93 




20.74 


V 




89 


53.51 




20.74 


Total 




449 


54.09 




21.67 
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TABLE 64 

ITED: QUANTITATIVE THINKING 

ODD II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


2363.03 


4 


590.75 


1.26 


Error 


208467. 04 


444 


469.52 




Total 


210830.07 


448 








Compared to CDD I, CDD II 


considered as a whole 


performed on 


the 


average significantly lower on this 


subtest. In Table 65 


} it can be seen that 


this difference was reflected in Center II (t=3.29, P < . 


0l)_, Center IV 


(t=i.98. 


P < .05), 


and Center V (t»2. 33> P < 


.05). For Centers I 


and III, CDD I 


and CDD 


II on the 


average performed equally well on the Quantitative Thinking subtest. 






TABLE 65 








COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 








ON THE ITED: QUANTITATIVE THINKING SUBTEST 






Mean 




Biff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


CDD II 


Means 


t 


I 


59.35 


54.79 


4.56 


1.30 


II 


62.36 


52.56 


9.80 


3.29** 


III 


56.12 


51.45 


4.67 


1.52 


IV 


65.12 


57.93 


7.19 


1.99* 


V 


60.24 


53.51 


6. 73 


2.33* 


Total 


60.52 


54.09 


6.43 


4.64** 



^significant at the .05 level 
Significant at the .01 le ,r el 



eric 



J 
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The range of mean percentile ranks for the Social Studies subtest was 
from 56.43 to 65.15. Table 66 presents the means and standard deviations for 
this subtest for each Center. 

TABLE 66 

ITED: SOCIAL STUDIES PERCENTILE RANK 

CDD II 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


76 


65.15 


20.67 


II 


96 


60.74 


20.70 


III 


84 


58.81 


21.07 


IV 


98 


63.11 


20.57 


V 


88 


56.43 


19.66 


Total 


442 


60.80 


20.75 



The analysis of variance (Table 67 ) yielded variability between Centers 
significant at the .01 level. Inter-Center comparisons of means (Table 68 ) 
revealed that Center I was significantly higher than Centers III, and V, and 
Center IV higher than Center V in performance on the Reading: Social Studies 

subtest of the ITED. 

TABLE 67 

ITED: SOCIAL STUDIES PERCENTILE RANK 

CDD II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


14896 . 48 


4 


3724.12 


8.73** 


Error 


186370.21 


437 


426. 47 




Total 


201266. 69 


441 








^significant at the .01 level 
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TABLE 68 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
ITED: SOCIAL STUDIES 

CDD II 



Center 




I IV 


II 


III 


V 




Mean 


65.15 63.11 


60.74 


58.81 


56.43 


I 


65.15 


2.04 


i*. i*i 


6. 34* 


8. 72** 


IV 


63.ll 




2.37 


4.30 


6. 68* 


II 


60.74 






1.93 


4.31 


III 


58.81 








2.38 


V 


56.43 










**signif leant 


at the 


.01 level 








*significsnt 


at the 


.05 level 








When CDD I 


and CDD II were compared^ 


there were : 


no significant differ- 


ences noted within Centers and within CDD populations (Table 69). 








TABLE 69 










COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 


ON THE ITED READING: 





SOCIAL STUDIES PERCENTILE RANK 



Center 


Mean 

CDD I CDD II 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


61.98 


65.15 


-3.17 


- .95 


II 


63.04 


60.74 


2.30 


.76 


III 


57.45 


58.81 


-1.36 


- ,4o 


IV 


66. 30 


63.ll 


3.19 


.99 


V 


58.12 


56.43 


I.69 


.52 


Total 


61.30 


60.80 


.50 


.35 
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The ITED gives a composite standard score which is converted to 
percentile ranks. The means and standard deviations for these percentile ranks 
are reported for each Center and for the total CDD II group (Table 70). 
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TABLE 72 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
COMPARISON ITED SCORE - PERCENTILE RANK - CDD II 



Center 




I 


IV 


III 


II 


V 




Mean 


69.04 


67.97 


62.20 


62.12 


59.53 


I 

IV 

III 


69.04 

67.97 

62.20 




1.07 


6.84** 

5.77* 


6.92** 

5.85* 

.08 


9.51** 

8.44** 

2.67 

2.59 



II 

V 



59.53 



•^significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 

While CDD I was shown to have a higher composite average than CDD II in 
one of the Centers (Center II), the difference between the total means was largely 
attributable to sampling error (Table 73). Like the initial group CDD II, as a 
group, had above average performance on the ITED. 

TABLE 73 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II ON 
THE ITED COMPOSITE PERCENTILE RANK 






Center 

I 
II 
III 
IV 
V 

Total 





Mean 




Diff. bet. 


CDD I 




CDD II 


Means 


66.62 




69.04 


-2.42 


67.57 




62.12 


5.45 


62.26 




62.20 


.07 


71.39 




67.97 


3.42 


61.91 




59.53 


2.38 


65.87 




64.12 


1.75 



- 1.10 

2.52* 

.03 

1.47 

1.10 



1.71 



Li i 



ERjt 



*significant at the .05 level 
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The general average of the students in the fall term of their ninth 
year was one of the key criteria considered in selecting candidates for the 
program. The object was to select students who show indications of potential 
ability but whose marks in school were below the standards of admission to 
the units of the City University of New York. 



Table 74 shows that on the average in all five Centers^ the means of 
the general average for all £DD II students cluster about 75. The analysis of 
variance indicated that there were no significant differences between the Centers 
for CDD II students on their general averages for ninth grade (Table 75). 

TABLE 74 

NINTH YEAH AVERAGE - CDD II 



Center 


N 




Mean 




S.D. 


I 


87 




74.28 




7.46 


II 


115 




75.57 




8.78 


III 


97 




75.80 




6. 60 


IV 


106 




73.85 




6.24 


V 


97 




73.44 




8.20 


Total 


502 




74.62 




7.60 






TABLE 75 










NINTH YEAR AVERAGE - 


CDD II 








ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 






Source 


SS 


df 




MS 


F 


Center 


448.70 


4 




112.18 


1.95 


Error 


28572.30 


497 




57.49 




Total 


29021.00 


501 












I 

I 



mm , 

■ 



« * 





ERjt 
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When CDD II was compared to CDD I over all Centers a significant 
difference existed (t=2.05, p < .05, Table 76 ). In Center IV, CDD II subjects 
performed lower than CDD I subjects in their ninth year. 

TABLE 76 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON NINTH YEAR AVERAGE 







Mean 


Diff. bet. 




Center 




CDD I 


CDD II 


Means 


t 


I 




74.52 


74.28 


.24 


.22 


II 




75.31 


75-57 


- .26 


- .25 


III 




76.43 


75.80 


.63 


.64 


IV 




76 . 88 


73.85 


3.03 


3 . 20 ** 


V 




75.14 


73.44 


1.70 


1.30 


Total 




75.61 


74.62 


• 99 


2.05* 


**significant 

*significant 


at the .01 level 
at the .05 level 










Data concerning fall absences in the ninth grade are displayed in Table 


77. An 


inter- 


-Center comparison 


of mean number of 


absences indicated 


significant 


differences in ninth grade attendance for CDD II 


students (Table 78 ). 


Center V 


had a lower absentee rate than Centers I and II (Table 79) • 










TABLE 77 










NINTH YEAR FALL ABSENCES - 


CDD II 




Center 




N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 




89 




7.67 


7.22 


II 




114 




7.53 


6. 28 


III 




97 




5.81 


5.88 


IV 




107 




6. 88 


6.73 


V 




98 




5.29 


6.59 


Total 




505 




6 . 65 


6. 60 
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When ODD II and ODD I subjects were compared, CDD II students had a 
significantly higher mean absentee rate than CDD I students for their ninth 
year. This trend is reflected in every Center and to a significant degz.ee in 
Center IV (Table 8o). 

TABLE 80 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON DAYS ABSENT IN FALL OF NINTH GRADE 



Center 


Mean 

CDD I CDD II 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


6.32 


7.67 


-1.35 


-1.36 


II 


7.09 


7.53 


- .44 


- .47 


III 


4.49 


5.81 


-1.32 


-1.54 


IV 


4.66 


6.88 


-2.22 


-2. 59*“* 


V 


4.47 


5.29 


- .82 


- .81 


Total 


5.49 


6 . 65 


-l.l6 


-2.76** 



**significant at the .01 level 
Aptitude 



As was done the previous year-, a battery of tests was administered in 
the early fall to all CDD II and Control II students. In Center III., a comparison 
group was not made available for testing or data collection. Therefore, in the 
ensuing comparisons of CDD II and Control II data on aptitude and achievement, 
only four Centers were considered. When CDD II students are discussed as a group 
in terms of aptitude and achievement measures, all five Centers were taken into 
account. 

The mean raw score values of the Verbal Reasoning subtest of the 
Differential Aptitude Tests for CDD II ranged from 24.47 to 28 . 67 . Table 8l gives 
the mean raw score values and standard deviations. The analysis of variance 
showed significant differences between Center means (Table 82). Center IV scored 
higher than Centers II, III, and V on the Verbal Reasoning subtest (Table 83 ). 
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TABLE 8l 

DAT: VERBAL REASONING - CDD II 



Center 


N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 


74 




26.58 


7.64 


II 


112 




25.75 


8.54 


III 


91 




25.14 


7.78 


IV 


93 




28.67 


8.46 


V 


93 




24.47 


7.80 


Total 


463 




26.09 


8.22 






TABLE 82 








DAT: VERBAL REASONING - 


CDD II 






ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 




Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


973.01 


4 


243.25 


3.68** 


Error 


30310.00 


458 


66. 18 




Total 


31283. 01 


462 






**significant 


at the .01 level 












TABLE 83 








DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 






DAT: VERBAL REASONING - 


CDD II 




Center 


IV 


I 


II III 


V 




Mean 28. 67 


26.58 


25.75 25.14 


24.47 


IV 


28.67 


2.08 


2.92** 3.53** 


4.20** 


I 


26.58 




.83 1.44 


2.11 


II 


25.75 




.61 


1.28 


III 


25.14 






.67 


V 


24.47 










■^significant at the .01 level 
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Only in Center II was there a significance difference between CDD I 
and CDD II in their performance on Verbal Reasoning (Table 84). 

TABLE 84 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON THE DAT: VERBAL REASONING SUBTEST 





Mean 


Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 




CDD II 


Mean 


t 


I 


25.27 




26.58 


- 1 . 31 


-1.13 


II 


27.90 




25.75 


2.15 


2.05* 


III 


25.88 




25.14 


.74 


.71 


IV 


29.75 




28.67 


1.08 


.93 


V 


25.81 




24.47 


1.34 


1.20 


Total 


26. 83 




26.09 


.74 


1.47 


*significant at the .05 level 










The 


comparison of CDD II 


and Control II revealed 


that in Centers I 


and 


II, the CDD group performed better 


than the Control group; 


however in Center 


IV, 


the reverse was observed. Table 


85 shows no difference between the CDD and 




Control groups 


when the subjects 


in the four Centers were 


considered. 










TABLE 85 








COMPARISON 


OF CDD II AND CONTROL II 








ON THE DAT: 


VERBAL REASONING SUBTEST 






Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD II 




Control II 


Mean 


t 


I 


26.58 




22.98 


3.60 


2 . 56 * 


II 


25.75 




21.73 


4.02 


3.40** 


IV 


28.67 




31.21 


-2.54 


•2.04* 


V 


24.47 




26.41 


-1.94 


• 1.56 


Total 


26.33 




25.87 


.46 


.70 


■^significant 

*significant 


at the .01 level 
at the .05 level 











o 
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Table 86 displays the mean and standard deviation of the Numerical 
Ability subtest of the Differential Aptitude Tests . For CDD II the raw scores 
ranged from 17.84 to 20. 06 . Significant variation was observed between Centers 
in average performance on the Numerical Ability subtest (Table 87 ). 

TABLE 86 

DAT: NUMERICAL ABILITY SUBTEST - CDD II 



Center 


N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 


74 




17.84 


5.99 


II 


112 




20.06 


5.77 


III 


91 




19.07 


5.33 


IV 


93 




21.69 


5.83 


V 


93 




19.10 


5.48 


Total 


463 




19.64 


5 i 81 






TABLE 87 








DAT: NUMERICAL ABILITY - 1 


3DD II 






ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE BETWEEN 


CENTERS 




Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


707.89 


4 


176.97 


5.43** 


Error 


14924. 31 


458 


32.59 




Total 


15632.20 


462 







^significant at the .01 level 



I er|c 

i 
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The subsequent comparisons of Center means revealed that Center IV 
obtained a higher average than that of any other Center. Center II also 
obtained a higher mean than Center I (Table 88). 

TABLE 88 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
DAT: - NUMERICAL ABILITY - CDD II 



Center 


IV 


II 


V 


Ill 


I 




Mean 21. 69 


20.06 


19.10 


19.07 


17.84 


IV 


21.69 


1.63* 


2.59** 


2.62** 


3.85** 


II 


20.06 




.96 


.99 


2.22** 


V 


19.10 






.03 


1.26 


III 


19.07 








1.23 


,1 


17.84 










**significant 
*signif leant 


at the .01 level 
at the .05 level 










The 


overall average performance of CDD 


II on Numerical Ability was 


significantly lower than that of CDD I (Table 89) 


. Although the differences in all 


the five Centers were in favor of 


CDD 1^ only in 


Center IV was the obtained 




difference in 


means significant. 


TABLE 89 










COMPARISON OF CDD I AND 


CDD II 








ON THE DAT: 


NUMERICAL ABILITY SUBTEST 








Mean 


Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


CDD II 




Means 


t 


I 


18.93 


17.84 




1.09 


1.18 


II 


20.72 


20.06 




.66 


.87 


III 


19.81 


19.07 




.74 


.94 


IV 


23.92 


21.69 




2.23 


2.63** 


V 


21.03 


19.10 




1.93 


1.84 


Total 


20.74 


19.64 




1.10 


2.92** 



'^significant at the .01 level 
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Control II as a group scored significantly better than CDD II on 
Numerical Ability. This better performance of Control II was reflected in 
Centers IV and V (Table 90). 

TABLE 90 

COMPARISON OF CDD II AND CONTROL II 
ON THE DAT: NUMERICAL ABILITY S DETEST 



Center 


CDD II 


Mean 

Control II 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


17.84 


17.30 


.54 


.50 


II 


20.06 


18.85 


1.21 


1.45 


IV 


21.69 


26.59 


-4.90 


-5.57** 


V 


19.10 


21,56 


-2.46 


-3.02** 


Total 


19.64 


21.43 


-1.79 


-3.98** 



**significant at the .01 level 

The combined Verbal Reasoning and Numerical Ability score is considered 



a stable meas ur e of scholastic aptitude. The results for CDD II are summarized in 
Table 91* 

TABLE 91 

DAT: VERBAL REASONING AND 

NUMERICAL ABILITY SUBTESTS - CDD II 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


74 


44.37 


10.00 


II 


112 


45.86 


11.24 


III 


91 


44.21 


10.01 


IV 


93 


50.37 


11.10 


V 


93 


43.57 


10.70 



Total 



463 



45.74 



10.94 
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The analysis of variance showed the Centers to he significantly variable 
in their obtained means (Table 9^)* The mean of the combined score for Center XV 
was significantly higher than the mean for any other Center (Table 93). 

TABLE 92 

DAT: VERBAL REASONING AND NUMERICAL ABILITY 

CDD II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


2782.64 


4 


695.66 


6. 04** 


Error 


52764.26 


458 


115.21 




Total 


55546.90 


462 






**significant 


at the .01 level 












TABLE 93 








DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS 


IN 






DAT: VERBAL REASONING AND NUMERICAL ABILITY 








CDD II 






Center 


IV 


II 


I III 


V 




Mean 50. 37 


45.86 


44.37 44.21 


43.57 


IV 


50.37 


4. 51** 


6. 00** 6. 16** 


6.80** 


II 


45.86 




1.49 1.65 


2.29 


I 


44.37 




.16 


.80 


III 


44.21 






.67 


V 


43.57 









**significant at the .01 level 
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When CDD I and CDD II were compared on the combined scores it was seen 
that CDD I was significantly higher (p < .01) than CDD II, a trend which was 

repeated in Centers II, IV and V (Table 94). 

TABLE 94 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 

ON THE DAT: VERBAL REASONING 

AND NUMERICAL ABILITY 



Center 


Mean 

CDD I ODD II 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


44.19 


44.37 


- .18 


- .15 


II 


48.68 


45.86 


2.82 


2.06* 


III 


45.69 


44.21 


1.48 


1.05 


IV 


53.66 


50.37 


3.29 


2.07* 


V 


46. 85 


43.57 


3.28 


2.09* 


Total 


47.59 


45.74 


1.85 


2.65** 



**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 



While CDD II performed better than Control II in Centers I and II, the 
Control II group outdid the CDD group in Centers IV and V; thus no significant 
difference was found betreen the total means (Table 95) v 

TABLE 95 

COMPARISON OF CDD II AND CONTROL II 
ON THE DAT: VERBAL REASONING 

AND NUMERICAL ABILITY 



Mean 

Center CDD II Control II 



Diff. bet. 

Means t 



I 


44.37 


4o.n 


II 


45.86 


40.38 


IV 


50.37 


57.85 


V 


43.57 


47.99 


Total 


46. 12 


47.23 


**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 



4.26 


2.05* 


5.48 


3 # 2o** 


-7.48 


-4.15** 


-4.42 


-2.53* 



- 1.11 - 1 . 1 ^ 
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Data on the Abstract Reasoning subtest are presented in Table 96 . 

TABLE 96 

DAT: ABSTRACT REASONING - CDD II 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


94 


33.08 


7.38 


II 


112 


33.10 


5.59 


III 


91 


33.43 


6. 47 


IV 


93 


33.95 


7.24 


V 


93 


32.94 


7.13 


Total 


463 


33.30 


6. 74 



The analysis of variance revealed that the five Centers showed relative 
homogeneity in their performance on the Abstract Reasoning subtest (Table 97). 

TABLE 97 

DAT: ABSTRACT REASONING 

CDD II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


60.80 


4 


15.20 


.33 


Error 


20960.07 


458 


45.65 




Total 


21020.87 


462 







ERiC 
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No differences emerged in the comparison of CDD I and CDD II on this 
particular variable (Table 98 ). 

TABLE 98 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON THE DAT: ABSTRACT REASONING 



Center 


CDD I 


Mean 


CDD II 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


32.85 




33.08 


- .23 


- .21 


II 


33.10 




33.10 


.00 


.00 


III 


33.57 




33.43 


.14 


.15 


IV 


35.51 




33.95 


1.56 


1.53 


V 


33.27 




32.94 


.33 


.35 


Total 


33.59 




33.30 


.30 


.69 



When CDD II was compared to its Control group, no significant differences 
were found for the total means. Nevertheless, in Center II, the CDD group obtained 
a significantly higher mean than the Control group on the Abstract Reasoning sub- 
test (Table 99). 



TABLE 99 

COMPARISON OF CDD II AND CONTROL II 
ON THE DAT: ABSTRACT REASONING 



Center 


CDD I 


Mean 


CDD II 


Diff. bet. 
Mean 


t 


I 


33.08 




30.81 


2.27 


1.64 


II 


33.10 




29.80 


3.30 


2 . 90 ** 


IV 


33.95 




35.23 


- 1.28 


-1.17 


V 


32.94 




33.66 


- .72 


- .67 


Total 


33.27 




32.54 


.73 


1.27 




^■significant at the .01 level 
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Administered at the same time as the Differential Aptitude Tests were 
the English and Reading subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test . For CDD II* 
the mean raw scores on the English subtest ranged from 46.79 to 52.75 as indicated 
in Table 100. 

TABLE 100 

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST: ENGLISH 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


74 


50.67 


12.16 


II 


112 


48.97 


10.37 


III 


91 


52.75 


9.29 


IV 


93 


53.46 


9.52 


V 


93 


46.79 


10.79 


Total 


463 


50.45 


10.69 



The variation among Centers on the mean values for the English subtest 
proved to be significant (Table 101). Both Centers III and IV were higher than 
Centers II and V (Table 102). Center I was higher than Center V only. 



TABLE 101 

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST: 
ENGLISH - CDD II 



Source SS df MS F 

Center 2820.97 4 705.24 6.45** 

Error 50089.48 458 109.37 

Total 52910. 45 462 



**significant at the .01 level 
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TABLE 102 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST: ENGLISH 

CDD II 



Centers 




IV 


III 


I 


II 


V 




Mean 


53.62 


52.75 


50.66 


48.97 


46.79 


IV 


53.62 




.87 


2.96 


4. 65** 


6.83** 


III 


52.75 






2.09 


3.78* 


5.96** 


I 


50.66 








1.69 


3.87* 


II 


48.97 










2.18 


V 


46.79 













**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 



Table 103 shows that there was no difference between the CDD I and CDD II 
population in English ability as sampled by the Stanford Achievement Test. Only 
in Centers II and V did CDD I emerge significantly higher than CDD II. 

TABLE 103 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON THE STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST: ENGLISH 





Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


CDD II 


Means 


t 


I 


51.39 


50.67 


.72 


.38 


II 


52.06 


48.97 


3.09 


2.31* 


III 


50.26 


52.75 


-2.49 


-1.76 


IV 


55.20 


53.46 


1.74 


1.30 


V 


49.80 


46.79 


3.01 


2.06 


Total 


51.69 


50.45 


1.24 


1.83 


*significant 


at the .05 level 
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When all the Centers were combined, there was no significant difieience 
between CDD II and Control IX on their average performance (Table 104). However, 
in Centers IV and V, the control groups were observed to be better than the CDD 
groups; but in Center I, the CDD group obtained a higher mean value than Control 

II. 

TABLE 104 

COMPARISON OF CDD II AND CONTROL II 

ON 

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST: ENGLISH 



Center 


CDD II 


Mean 


Control II 


Diff. bet. 
Mean 


t 


I 


50.66 




43.86 


6.8l 


3.23** 


II 


48.97 




47.59 


1.38 


.88 


IV 


53.46 




57.77 


-4.31 


-2.91** 


V 


46.79 




51.00 


-4.21 


-2.55* 


Total 


49.88 




50.61 


- .73 


- .83 



■^significant at the .01 level 
■^significant at the .05 level 



On the Reading subtest of the Stanford Achievem ent Test, the mean values 
for CDD II for all Centers ranged from 31.39 to 36.23. Table 105 lists the mean 
and standard deviation for each Center. An examination the variability of 
means between Centers showed significant differences (Table 106). Center IV, as 
f 0r the Differential Aptitude Tests and the English subtest of the Stanford 
Achievement Test obtained a significantly higher mean on the Reading subtest. 
Except for Center I, Center IV scored higher than each of the other Centers. 

Center I also scored higher than Centers II and V, while Center III obtained a 
significantly higher mean than only Center V (Table 107). 
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TABLE 105 

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT' TEST: READING 

CDD II 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


T 


74 


34.11 


8.13 


II 


112 


31.39 


8.15 


III 


91 


33.13 


7.52 


IV 


93 


36.23 


7.94 


V 


93 


29.71 


7.26 

Q -1 n 



Total 



463 



32.80 



Source 



Center- 

Error 

Total 



TABLE 106 

STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST : READING 

CDD II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



SS 



2338.03 

28223.69 

30561.72 



•^significant at the • 01 level 



df 

4 

459 

462 



MS 

584. 51 
61.49 



F 

9.51** 



ERjt 



TABLE 107 



DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST: READING 

CDD II 



Center 


IV 


I 


III II 


V 




Mean 36.23 


34.11 33.13 31.39 


29.71 


IV 


36.23 


2.12 


3.10** 4.84** 


6.52** 


I 


34.11 




.98 2.72** 


4.4o** 


III 


33.13 




1.74 


3.42** 


II 


31.39 






1.68 


V 


29.71 








•^significant at the .01 level 










Although in Center V, CDD 


I performed better than CDD II, the 


difference 


between the two groups was reduced • 


bo insignificance 


when all the Centers were 


considered (Table 108). 












TABLE 108 








COMPARISON 


OF CDD I AND CDD 


II 








ON 








THE STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST: 


READING 






Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


CDD II 


Means 


t 


I 


32.39 


34.11 


-1.72 


-1.33 


II 


32.98 


31.39 


1.59 


1.60 


III 


32.69 


33.13 


- .44 


- .40 


IV 


37.10 


36.23 


.87 


.77 


V 


32.52 


29.71 


2.81 


2.62** 


Total 


33.46 


32.80 


. 66 


I.29 



•^significant at the *01 level 



Although no significant differences existed between Control II and CDD 
II on the Reading subtest, significant differences in favor of the Control group 
were obtained for Center IV and in favor of the CDD group for Center I (Table 109 ) 

TABLE 109 

COMPARISON OF CDD II AND CONTROL II 
ON THE STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TEST: READING 



Center 


CDD I 


Mean 


CDD II 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


3^.11 




30.06 


4.05 


2.63** 


II 


31.39 




29.49 


1.90 


1.64 


IV 


36.23 




41.26 


-5.03 


-3.97*-* 


V 


29.71 




29.54 


.17 


.14 


Total 


32.72 




32.96 


- .24 


- .35 



**significant at the .01 level 



SUMMARY 



The data presented in the Chapter seem to indicate that in general 
both CDD I and CDD II have been sampled from the same population in terms of 
socioeconomic background. The only differences were found in the number of 
subjects reporting fathers living (CDD II > CDD i), the number of persons in the 
•family (CDD II > CDD I), the number of rooms per household (CDD I > CDD II )j 
and the monthly rent (CDD II > CDD I). 

The two groups again are comparable in their ninth grade averages 
and reading levels; however CDD I performed better on the Iowa Tests of 
Educational Development . The groups performed equally well in the aptitude 
tests administered in the early fall of the tenth year, except in numerical 
ability in which case CDD I obtained a higher overall mean. 

In the compar: son of CDD II with Control II in terms of tested 
aptitude, the groups are essentially the same except for performance on the 
Different ial Aptitude Tests : Numerical Ability subtest (Control II > CDD II). 

Inter-Center comparisons showed significant variability among the 
five Centers on most of the variables, but no one particular Center emerged as 
having consistently higher scores than the others. The subpopulations in the 
five Centers are not equated groups as to aptitude, socioeconomic status, and 
previous educational background; and therefore no valid inferences as to 
superiority of achievement in any one Center can be drawn from analysis of 
achievement data. 



CHAPTER IV 



ACHIEVEMENT AND ATTENDANCE 

This chapter will deal with the academic performance and attendance of 
both Class I and Class II. The achievement of CDD I and Control I in the second 
year will be described and then compared to their previous year’s achievement to 
show whether or not there have been any gains in performance over two years. 

The achievement of CDD II and Control II in the tenth year will be 
described, with comparisons of CDD II performance to the performance of CDD I in 
its first year of the program. 

The measures of achievement used will be the final average for both the 
fall and spring semesters as well as regents grades. 

Various limitations have to be kept in mind in reading the results of 
the inter-Center comparisons of achievement measures. The general averages are 
subject to several sources of variability such as school and teacher differences 
in marking procedures and number and content of subjects taken. Furthermore, it 
was noted in Chapter III that the classes in the Centers differ in terms of 
aptitude, socio-economic background, and previous achievement. 

The general average for CDD I in the fall semester of the eleventh 
grade ranged from 71.13 to 75.56 with a mean of 72.99 for all five Centers. Table 
110 gives the mean and standard deviation of the fall general average for each 
Center. 

TABLE 110 

FALL GENERAL AVERAGE - CDD I 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


79 


73.33 


9.66 


» * 


110 


73.60 


9.18 


III 


98 


71.13 


9.79 


IV 


68 


75.56 


7.18 


V 


82 


71.92 


7.67 


Total 


437 


72.99 


8.98 
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The analysis of variance (Table 111) yielded an F value significant 
at the .05 level. Inter-Center comparisons showed that Center IV was 
significantly higher than Centers III and V in general average for the fall 

semester (Table 112). 

TABLE 111 

FALL GENERAL AVERAGE 
CDD I 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 




MS 


F 


Center 


931 . 5 ^ 


4 




232.89 


2 . 93 * 


Error 


34302.38 


432 




79* 4o 




Total 


35233. 92 


436 








*significant 


at the .05 level 


TABLE 112 










DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 








FALL GENERAL AVERAGE - 


CDD I 






Center 


IV 


II 


I 


V 


III 




Mean 75*56 


73.60 


73.33 


71.92 


71.13 


IV 


75.56 


1.96 


2.23 


3.64** 


4.43** 


II 


73.60 




.27 


1.68 


2.47 


I 


73.33 






l.4l 


2.20 


V 


71.92 








.79 


III 


71.13 











**significant at the .01 level 




A significant difference was found between CDD I and Control I in 
fall general average across Centers in favor of the Control group. This higher 
mean average for the Control group was reflected in Centers III, IV and V when 
within Center comparisons were made (Table 113). 

TABLE 113 

COMPARISON OF C.DD I AND CONTROL I 
ON THE FALL GENERAL AVERAGE 





Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


Control I 


Means 


t 


I 


73.33 


72.76 


.57 


.29 


II 


73.60 


74.97 


-1.37 


- .75 


III 


71.13 


75.89 


-4.76 


-3.09** 


rv 


75.56 


84.77 


-9.21 


-7.65** 


V 


71.92 


76. 80 


-4.88 


-3.40** 


Total 


72.99 


76.68 


- 3.69 


-4.97** 


**signif leant at the .01 level 










When males and females were compared in overall fall general average. 


the females obtained a mean (75.10) 


significantly higher at the ,01 


level than 


that obtained by the males ( 71 . 60 ). 










Table ll4 summarizes achievement data 


for all Centers for 


the Spring 


semester. 




TABLE 114 








SPRING GENERAL AVERAGE 


- CDD I 




Center 


N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 


100 




68.46 


12.17 


II 


105 




71.71 


11.88 


III 


103 




67.51 


13.48 


IV 


79 




73.47 


7.36 


V 


83 




70.31 


8.67 



Total 



470 



70.14 



11.39 
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The comparison of means yielded an F value significant at the .01 level 
(Table 115). Center IV was again found to be significantly higher than Centers 
III and V on the mean spring average in addition to performing higher than Center 
I. Center II obtained a mean which was significantly higher than Center III. 

TABLE 115 

SPRING GENERAL AVERAGE - CDD I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 




ss 


df 




MS 


F 


Center 


2132.19 


4 




533.05 


4.21** 


Error 


58859. 97 


465 




126 . 58 




Total 


60992.16 


469 








**significant 


at the 


.01 level 
















TABLE 116 












DIFFERENCES 


1 BETWEEN CENTERS IN 










SPRING GENERAL AVERAGE 


- CDD I 






Center 




IV 


II 


V 


I 


III 




Mean 


73.47 


71.71 


70.31 


68.46 


67.51 


IV 


73.47 




1.76 


3 . 16 * 


5.01** 


5.96** 


II 


71.71 






1 . 4 o 


3.25 


4.20* 


V 


70.31 








1.85 


2.80 


I 


68.46 










.95 


III 


67.51 













**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 



o 
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The comparison of CDD I to Control I on general average for all Centers 
yielded a difference in favor of the Control group which was significant. The 
Control group for Centers III, IV and V obtained substantially higher means than 
the CDD group when semester means were compared within Centers (Table 117). 

TABLE 117 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CONTROL 1 
ON ,THE SPRING GENERAL AVERAGE 



Center 


CDD I 


Mean 

Control I 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


68.46 


71.69 


-3.23 


- 1.85 


II 


71.71 


73.75 


-rr 

O 

C\J 

1 


-1.12 


III 


67.51 


75.83 


- 8.32 


-4.71** 


IV 


73.47 


81.31 


-7.84 


-6. 71 ** 


V 


70.31 


74.02 


-3.71 


-2.75** 


Total 


70.14 


75.08 


-4.94 


-6.57** 



**significant at the .01 level 

As in the fall seme s ter , the females were found to have performed 



academically significantly better than the males. The mean obtained for the 
females for all Centers (72.22) was significantly higher at the .01 level than 
the value obtained by the males (68.74). 

In order to obtain a picture of how the students had progressed 
academically over the four semesters an analysis of variance, repeated measures 
design, was used for each Center. 

The results of the separate analyses of variance for CDD I for each 
Center are presented in the following tables. 
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TABLE 118 



CENTER I 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CDD I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 



Source 


SS 


df MS 


F 


Between People 


20094. 25 


76 




Within People 


12856.75 


231 




Semesters 


1307.96 


3 435.99 


8.61** 


Residual 


11548.79 


228 50. 65 




Total 


32951.00 


307 




**significant at 


the .01 level 

TABLE 119 
CENTER II 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CDD I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 





Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Between People 


21940. 05 


102 






Within People 


8846. 50 


309 






Semesters 


1145.29 


3 


481.76 


19.92** 


Residual 


7401.21 


?J6 


24.19 




Total 


30786. 55 


4ll 







•^significant at the .01 level 
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TABLE 120 
CENTER III 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CDD I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 



Source 


SS 


df MS 


F 


Between People 


24624. 65 


84 




Within People 


10860. 00 


255 




Semesters 


2254.51 


3 751.50 


22.00** 


Residual 


8605.49 


252 34.15 




Total 


35484. 65 


339 




^significant at 


the .01 level 

TABLE 121 
CENTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CDD I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 





Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Between People 


9233. 99 


76 






Within People 


4650.75 


231 






Semesters 


331.83 


3 


no. 61 


5.84** 


Residual 


4318.92 


228 


18.94 




Total 


13884.74 


307 







■^significant at the .01 level 
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TABLE 122 
CENTER V 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CDD I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Between People 


17919.11 


81 






Within People 


7147.25 


246 






Semesters 


1916.03 


3 


638.68 


29 . 67** 


Residual 


5231.22 


243 


21.53 




Total 


25066.36 


327 







**significant at the .01 level 

All the F values were significant at the .01 level indicating significant 
variability from term to term. To test whether the changes in mean general average 
were significant ^ the Duncan's New Multiple Range Test was employed. Results of 
separate tests for each Center are presented in Tables 123., 12 , 125., 126., and 127. 

TABLE 123 

CENTER I - CDD I 
GENERAL AVERAGE - FOUR TERMS 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS 



Term 




Fall 

10 


Spring 

10 


Fall 

11 


Spring 

11 




Mean 


75.57 


74.39 


73.44 


70. 04 


Fall 

10 


75.57 




1.18 


2.13 


5.53** 


Spring 

10 


74.39 






.95 


4.35** 


Fall 

11 


73.44 








3.40** 


Spring 

11 


70. 04 











**significant at the .01 level 
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TABLE 124 

GENERAL AVERAGE - FOUR TERMS 
CENTER II - CDD I 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS 



Term 




Fall 

10 


Spring 

10 


Fall 

11 


Spring 

11 




Mean 


77.52 


15.9b 


75.09 


72.36 


Fall 

10 


77 . 52 




1.58* 


2.43** 


5 . 16 ** 


Spring 

10 


15.9b 






.85 


3. 58 ** 


Fall 

11 


75.09 








2.73** 


Spring 

11 


72.36 










■^significant 

*significant 


at the 
at the 


.01 level 
.05 level 












TABLE 125 










GENERAL AVERAGE 


- FOUR TERMS 










CENTER III 


- CDD I 










DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS 






Term 




Fall 

10 


Spring 

10 


Fall 

11 


Spring 

11 




Mean 


75.09 


74.09 


70.72 


68.68 


Fall 

10 


75.09 




1.00 


4.37** 


6. 4l** 


Spring 

10 


74.09 






3.37* 


5.41** 


Fall 

11 


70.72 








2.o4* 


Spring 

11 


68. 68 











**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 




n 

p 

, i 

0 
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TABLE 126 

GENERAL AVERAGE - FOUR TERMS 
CENTER IV - ODD I 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS 




1 


IS 


Term 


Spring 


Fall 


Fall 


Spring 


111 




10 


10 


11 


11 


P 




Mean 76. 64 


75.42 


75.21 


73.21 




Spring 


76.64 


1.22 ' 


1.43 


3. 4l** 


IT 


10 










11 


Fall 












10 


75.42 




.21 


2.21** 


li 


Fall 










1! 


11 


75.21 






2.00** 




Spring 










ILl 


11 


73.21 








n 


**significant at the .01 level 








u 






TABLE 127 










GENERAL AVERAGE - FOUR TERMS 










CENTER V - CDD I 






1 


r- 


DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS 




1 


1 


Tern 


Fall 


Spring 


Fall 


Spring 






10 


10 


11 


11 


; IL 




Mean 76. 50 


74.72 


72.05 


70. 21 




Fall 












10 


76. 50 


1.78* 


4.45** 


6. 29** 


U J 


Spring 










(1 j 


10 


74.72 




2.6?** 


4. 51** 


u 


Fall 










UJ 


11 


72.05 






1.84* 


[li 


Spring 










II 


11 


70.21 








1 


^significant 


at the . 01 level 








ill 

i 


*significant 


at the . 05 level 








i 

t 

i 












ERIC 










r 


fc i 
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In general, there was a decreasing trend in final average over the four 

semesters. 

In a similar analysis of variance for the Control groups, only Center 
III yielded a significant F ratio for the four semesters (Tabj.es 128, 129, 130, 
131^ and 132). The comparison of means for this Center showed that the 1965 fall 
term mean general average was significantly higher than that for the 1966 fall 
term. Tables 133.? 134, 135^ 136, and 137 indicate the general average means for 
each semester and the differences between each pair of means for each Center. 

This analysis showed a relative stability in performance for the Control 
population over the four semesters. 

TABLE 128 
CENTER I 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CONTROL I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Between People 


20653. 66 


46 






Within People 


7951.25 


l4l 






Semesters 


242.27 


3 


80.76 


1.45 


Residual 


7708.98 


138 


55.86 




Total 


28604.91 


187 










TABLE 129 










CENTER II 








ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE - CONTROL I 








GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 






Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Between People 


22433. 30 


43 






Within People 


3168. 50 


132 






Semesters 


77.52 


3 


25.84 


1.08 


Residual 


3090.98 


129 


23.96 




Total 


25601.80 


175 
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TABLE 130 



CENTER III 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CONTROL I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 



Source 



SS 



df 



MS 




I 

! 



Between People 
Within People 
Semesters 
Residual 
Total 


13635.75 

3865.50 

228. 75 

3636. 75 
17501.25 


47 

144 

3 

l4l 

191 


76.25 

25.79 


2 . 96 * 


*significant at the .05 level 

TABLE 131 
CENTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CONTROL I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 


Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Between People 


5228 . 8 l 


51 






Within People 


1722.50 


156 






Semesters 


31.^2 


3 


10.47 


.95 


Residual 


1691.08 


153 


11.05 




Total 


6951.31 


207 
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TABLE 132 



CENTER V 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - CONTROL I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR SEMESTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Between People 


11379 . 60 


34 






Within People 


52921.25 


105 






Semesters 


3037.56 


3 


1012.52 


2.07 


Residual 


49883. 69 


102 


489.06 




Total 


64300.85 


139 







TABLE 133 
CENTER I 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS - CONTROL I 
GENERAL AVERAGE - FOUR TERMS 



Term 




Fall 

10 


Fall 

11 


Spring 

11 


Spring 

10 




Mean 


74.77 


73.45 


73.38 


71.57 


Fall 

10 


74.77 




1.32 


1.39 


3.20 


Fall 

11 


73.45 






.07 


1.88 


Spring 

11 


73.38 








1.8l 


Spring 

10 


71.57 
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TABLE 134 
CENTER II 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS - CONTROL I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER TOUR TERMS 



Term 




Fall 

10 


Fall 

11 


Spring 

10 


Spring 

11 




Mean 


79.82 


79.50 


78.68 


78.14 


Fall 

10 


79.32 




.32 


l.l 4 


1.68 


Fall 

11 


79.50 






.82 


1.36 


Spring 

10 


78.68 








.54 


Spring 

11 


78.14 
















TABLE 135 












CENTER III 










DIFFERENCES 


BETWEEN MEANS - 


CONTROL I 








GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR TERMS 




Term 




Fall 

10 


Spring 

10 


Spring 

11 


Fall 

11 




Mean 


79.50 


78.63 


77.50 


76.63 


Fall 

10 


79.50 




.87 


2.00 


2 . 87 ** 


Spring 

10 


78.63 






1.13 


2.00 


Spring 

11 


77.50 








.87 


Fall 

11 


76.63 











**significant at the .01 level 



i ERLC 
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TABLE 136 



. o 

II: III C 



CENTER IV 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS - CONTROL I 
GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR TERMS 



Term 




Fall 

11 


Spring 

10 


Spring 

"ll 


Fall 

10 




Mean 


84.77 


84.75 


84.44 


83.81 


Fall 

11 


84.77 




.02 


.33 


.96 


Spring 

10 


84.75 






.31 


• 94 


Spring 

11 


84.44 








.63 


Fall 

10 


83.81 
















TABLE 137 












CENTER V 










DIFFERENCES 


BETWEEN MEANS - CONTROI 


i I 








GENERAL AVERAGE OVER FOUR TERMS 






Term 




Fall 

10 


Fall 

11 


Spring 

11 


Fall 

10 




Mean 


78.09 


76.80 


74. 40 


66. 11 


Fall 

10 


78.09 




1.29 


4.49 


11.98* 


Fall 

11 


76.80 






2.40 


10.69 


Spring 

11 


74. 4o 








8.29 


Spring 

10 


66.11 










*significant 


at the 


.01 level 












« 



x * 



) ' 

* a 



a-* 



- > 







1 

j 

I, 

1 



] 

] 

I 



1 

Jl 





u 





y 



u 
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Tables 138 and 139 present the number and per cent of students who have 
failed a given number of subjects. 

TABLE 138 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS FAILED PER STUDENT 
CDD I - FALL IQ60 







0 




1 


2 




3 




4 + 




CENTER 


N 


/ i 


N 


/ * 


N / 1o 


N 


/ * 


N 


/ < 


TOTAL 


I 


54 


55.1 


27 


2.1.5 


12 12.2 


1 


1.0 


4 


4.0 


98 


II 


72 


64.8 


22 


19.8 


11 9-9 


1 


0.9 


5 


4.5 


111 


III 


50 


U9.5 


28 


27.7 


11 10.8 


9 


8.9 


3 


2.9 


101 


IV 


48 


62.3 


21 


27.2 


5 6.4 


2 


2.5 


1 


1.2 


77 


V 


42 


51.2 


24 


29.2 


9 10.9 


4 


4.8 


3 


3.6 


82 


Total 


226 


56.7 


122 


26.0 


48 10.2 


17 


3.6 


16 


3.4 


469 












TABLE 139 


















NUMBER OF SUBJECTS FAILED 


PER STUDENT 
















CDD 


I - SPRING 1967 














0 




1 


2 




3 




4 + 




CENTER 


N 


/ i 


N 


/ i 


» / i 


N 


/ t 


N 


/ i 


TOTAL 


I 


35 


33.6 


36 


34.6 


19 18.2 


8 


7.6 


6 


5.7 


10 


II 


59 


55.1 


30 


28.0 


10 9.3 


4 


3.7 


4 


3.7 


107 


III 


29 


38.1 


19 


25.O 


16 21.0 


6 


7.8 


6 


7.8 


76 


IV 


60 


75.0 


8 


10.0 


9 11.2 


2 


2.5 


1 


1.2 


80 


V 


45 


56.2 


16 


20.0 


9 11.2 


7 


8.7 


3 


3.7 


80 


Total 


228 


51.0 


109 


24.3 


63 l4.o 


27 


6. 0 


20 


4.4 


447 



o 



f ERIC 
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The means and standard deviations of the foreign language regents for 
CDD I in the eleventh year for each Center appear in Table l4o. The analysis of 
variance showed significant variability between Center means (Table l4l). 

Center II performed significantly higher than Centers III and V in foreign 
language regents. Center IV also scored higher on the average than Center V 
(Table 142 ). 

TABLE 140 

FOREIGN LANGUAGE REGENTS - CDD I 



Center 


N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 


54 




73.00 


15.28 


II 


50 




76.42 


11.77 


III 


55 




69.26 


19.05 


IV 


59 




73.41 


10.36 


V 


75 




68.47 


14.14 


Total 


293 




71.80 


14.70 






TABLE l4l 








FOREIGN LANGUAGE REGENTS - 


CDD I 






ANALYSIS 


OF VARIANCE BETWEEN 


CENTERS 




Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


2486. 99 


4 


621.75 


2.94* 


Error 


60815.53 


288 


211.17 




Total 


63302. 52 


292 







*significant at the .05 level 
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TABLE 142 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
FOREIGN LANGUAGE REGENTS 
CDD I 



Center 




II 


IV 


I 


ill 


V 




Mean 


76.42 


73.41 


73.00 


69.26 


68.47 


II 


76.42 




3.01 


3.42 


7.16** 


7.95** 


IV 


73.41 






.4l 


4.15 


4. 94*-* 


I 


73.00 








3.74 


4.53 


III 


69.26 










.79 


V 


68.47 













**significant at the .01 level 

It must be borne in mind that these scores were based on different 
languages as well as levels, therefore limiting to some degree the kind of 
inference that can be made. 

Although significant differences i.. favor of the Control groups were 
observed for Centers III and IV, when the total Control and CDD populations were 
compared, the difference was reduced to non-significance (Table 143). 

TABLE 343 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CONTROL I 
ON THE FOREIGN LANGUAGE REGENTS 



Center 


CDD I 


Mean 

Control I 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


73.00 


75.46 


-2.46 


- .65 


II 


76.42 


77.44 


-1.02 


- .37 


III 


69.26 


80.08 


-10. 82 


-3.10** 


IV 


73.41 


81.23 


- 7.82 


-3.20** 


V 


68.47 


70.90 


-2.43 


-1.07 


Total 


71.80 


76.53 


-4.73 


-1.63 



**significant at the .01 level 



0 



For the science regents, means ranged from 63.86 to 68. 40 for CDD I 
in the eleventh year. The means and corresponding standard deviations are listed 
in Table 144. What should be kept in mind is that the means obtained for the 
different Centers were not all based on the same science regents. For example, 
the means for Centers I, II and III were based on students* performance on the 
chemistry regents, while for Center IV the science regents taken were chemistry 
and physics. The science regents taken in Center V were chemistry and earth 
science. 

TABLE 144 

SCIENCE REGENTS - CDD I 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


34 


65.32 


15.53 


II 


57 


63.86 


12.94 


III 


48 


65.40 


12.51 


IV 


4o 


64.80 


10.39 


V 


83 


68.40 


10.44 


Total 


262 


65.91 


25.28 



The analysis of variance yielded no significant difference in means 
between Centers (Table 145). 

TABLE 145 

SCIENCE REGENTS - CDD I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 

Source SS df MS F 



Center 



1.38 



Error 

Total 



826. 90 
38620. 08 
39446.98 



4 

257 

261 



206. 73 
150.27 
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Iri the comparison of CDD I and Control I on performance on the Science 
regents within Centers, Control I obtained consistently a higher mean than CDD I. 
Only in Center I was the difference not significant (Table l46). 

TABIE 146 







COMPARISON 
ON THE 


OF CDD I AND CONTROL I 
SCIENCE REGENTS 








Mean 




Diff. bet. 


Center 




CDD I 


Control I 


Means 


t 


I 




65.32 


71.64 


- 6.32 


-1.65 


II 




63.86 


74.61 


“10.75 


- 3 . 60 ** 


III 




65.40 


74.65 


- 9.25 


-2.62** 


IV 




64.8o 


80.61 


-15.81 


-7. 63** 


V 




68.4o 


79.66 


- 11.26 


-5.46** 


Total 




65.91 


76.93 


-11.02 


- 8 . 08 ** 


**significant 


at the .01 level 










For 


the eleventh year math regents, means 


and standard deviations are 


presented in 1 


lable 147. 














TABLE 147 










ELEVENTH YEAR MATH REGENTS - 


CDD I 




Center 




N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 




9 




77.22 


12.53 


II 




12 




78.83 


14.58 


III 




42 




55.98 


22.23 


IV 




43 




68.88 


13.89 


V 




19 




75.05 


9.63 


Total 




125 




66.42 


18.58 
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The analysis of variance yielded an F value significant at the .01 level 
(Table l48). Center III was found to be significantly lower than all other Centers 
on the mean obtained for the eleventh year math regents. Center II also performed 
better on the average than Center IV (Table 149). 

TABLE 148 

ELEVENTH YEAR MATH REGENTS - CDD I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


84l6. 95 


4 


2104.24 


7.26** 


Error 


34779. 58 


120 


289.83 




Total 


43196. 53 


124 






**significant at the .01 level 












TABLE 149 








DIFFERENCES 


l BETWEEN CENTERS IN 








ELEVENTH YEAR MATH REGENTS 






Center . 


II 


I V 


IV 


III 




Mean 78. 83 


77.22 75.05 


68.88 


55.97 


II 


78. 83 


1.61 3.78 


9.95* 


22.68** 


I 


77. 22 


2.17 


8.34 


21. 30** 


V 


75.05 




6.16 


19.08** 


IV 


68.88 






12.91** 


III 


55.97 









■^significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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The comparison of CDD I and Control I across all Centers on eleventh 
year mat h regents performance showed a significant difference in favor of the 
Control group (Table 150). This trend was reflected in all the Centers. Only in 
Center I was the difference in mean performance between the CDD group and the 
Control group not found to be significant. 

TABLE 150 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CONTROL I 
ON THE ELEVENTH YEAR MATH REGENTS 









Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 






CDD I 


Control I 


Means 


t 


I 






77.22 


79.96 


- 2.74 


- .51 


II 






78.83 


91.79 


-12.96 


-2.53* 


III 






55.98 


77.08 


-21.10 


-4.58** 


IV 






68.88 


80.24 


-11.36 


-4.09** 


V 






75.05 


82.86 


- 7.81 


-2.26* 


Total 






66. 42 


81.28 


-14.86 


-7.32** 


■^significant at 
*significant at 


the .01 level 
the .05 level 










Some CDD ! 


[ students in 


the eleventh year also took the tenth year math 


regents. 


The means 


and standard 


deviations are reported in Table 151. 


The analysi; 


of variance yielded 


a non-significant F value (Table 152) 


• 












TABLE 151 












TENTH YEAR MATH REGENTS - CDD I 







Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


24 


58.25 


14.25 


II 


4l 


61.10 


15.07 


III 


25 


50.44 


19.51 


IV 


12 


64. 58 


15.29 


V 


32 


55.47 


21.53 


Total 


134 


57.57 


18.09 



I erJc 
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TABLE 152 

TENTH YEAR MATH REGENTS - CDD I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source SS df MS F 

Center 2526.87 4 631.72 1.97 

Error 41332.03 129 320.40 

Total 43858. 90 133 



No within-Center comparisons were made between CDD I and Control I because 
of the large discrepancy between the number of CDD I and Control I students who took 
the tenth year math regents. 

Attendance data for the fall semester for CDD I are summarized in Table 
153. The F value of 3.95 showed significant variability in absenteeism from 
Center to Center (Table 154). 

TABLE 153 

FALL ABSENCES - CDD I 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


99 


6.42 


7.54 


II 


101 


7.13 


7.36 


III 


80 


5.11 


5.62 


IV 


68 


7.77 


5.17 


V 


82 


4.28 


5.04 


Total 


430 


6.15 


8 . 6 l 



o 

ERIC 



< 1 — ■ lY iJM 



TABLE 154 



FALL ABSENCES - CUD I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


651.19 


4 


162.80 


3-95** 


Error 


17507.29 


425 


41.19 




Total 


18158. 48 


429 






**significant at the . 01 level 










Center V had a significantly lower absentee rate 


: than Centers I, 


II and 


IV, while 


Center III was significantly lower than Centers II and IV (Table 155). 






TABLE 155 








DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 








FALL 


ABSENCES - CDD I 






Center 


17 


II I 


III 


V 




Mean 7. 77 


7.13 6.42 


5.11 


4.28 


IV 


7.77 


.64- 1.35 


2.66* 


3.49** 


II 


7.13 


.71 


2.02* 


2.85** 


I 


6.42 




1.31 


2.14* 


III 


5.11 






• 

OO 

uo 


V 


4.28 









•^significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 



o 

ERIC 

1 



J 
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* Table 156 contains the within Center comparisons of mean absentee rate 
for ODD I and Control I. Since no attends ice information was available in Center 
III for the Control I group, no comparison was made. For the other four Centers, 
however, no significant difference was found between the CDD I and Control I 
group for mean number of fall absences. 

TABLE 156 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CONTROL I 
ON FALL ABSENCES 



l 



1 

J 



I 





Mean 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD I 


Control I 


Means 


t 


I 


6. 42 


7.29 


- .87 


- .57 


II 


7.13 


11.61 


- 4.48 


- .55 


IV 


7.77 


5.50 


2.27 


1.92 


V 


4.28 


4.66 


1 

• 

OO 

CD 


- . 62 


Total 


6.39 


6. 60 


1 — 1 
OJ 

• 

1 


- .35 




For the spring semester. 


the attendance 


data are given in Tabl° 


157 for 



CDD I. 



TABLE 157 



] 

] 

] 

1 

j 



SPRING ABSENCES - CDD I 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


99 


10.42 


9.37 


II 


99 


10.87 


9.72 


III 


84 


6.81 


8.19 


IV 


59 


7.71 


6. 35 


V 


82 


6.43 


5.90 


Total 


^23 


8.66 


8.49 



1 



J 






1 
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The analysis of variance indicated significant variability between 
Center mean absences (Table 158). Both Centers III and V were found to be 
significantly lower on the average number of spring absence rate (Table 159)* 

TABLE 158 

SPRING ABSENCES - CDD I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df MS 


F 


Center 


1540.72 


4 385.18 


5.58** 


Error 


28926.58 


419 69. 04 




Total 


30467.30 


423 




**significant 


at the .01 level 

TABLE 159 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
SPRING ABSENCES - CDD I 





Center 




II 


I 


IV 


III 


V 




Mean 


10.87 


10.42 


7.71 


6.81 


6.43 


II 


10.87 




.45 


3.16* 


4. 06** 


4. 44** 


I 


10.42 






2.71 


3.61** 


3.99** 


IV 


7.71 








.90 


1.28 


III 


6. 81 










OO 

OO 

• 


V 


6. 43 













■^significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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Again,, as with the fall absence information, no data was available on 
the Control I group for Center III. The comparison of CDD I and Control I 
across all Centers on mean spring absences yielded a significant difference 
between the two groups in favor of Control I (Table l60). For Center IV the 
Control group was also found to have a significantly higher mean absenteerate 
for the spring semester, 

TABLE 160 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CONTROL I 
ON SPRING ABSENCES 



o 




1 



Center 


CDD I 


Mean 


Control I 


Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


10.42 




9.34 


1.08 


.44 


II 


10.87 




14. 38 


-3.51 


1 — 1 

O- 

• 

1 


IV 


7.71 




11.53 


-3.82 


-2.48* 


V 


6.43 




7.16 


- .73 


i — l 

o- 

• 

I 


Total 


9.12 




10.20 


-1.08 


-2.37* 



*significant at the .05 level 

For the total year absences, means and standard deviations are presented 
in Table l6l. The F value obtained indicated significant variability between 
Center mean total year absences (Table 162). Centers III and V were found to be 
significantly lower than Centers I and II in total absentee rate, while Center IV was 
also found to be lower than Center II (Table 163). 

TABLE l6l 

TOTAL YEAR ABSENCES - CDD I 



Center 


N 


Mean 


S.D. 


I 


99 


16.85 


14.29 


II 


99 


17.72 


15.36 


III 


79 


12.24 


13.08 


IV 


58 


13.24 


12.49 


V 


82 


10.71 


9.92 


Total 


417 


14.47 


13.63 



TABLE 162 



TOTAL YEAR ABSENCES - CDD I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 




SS 


df 




MS 


F 


Center 




3245.08 


4 




811.27 


4.50** 


Error 




74204.85 


412 




180. 11 




Total 




77449.93 


4i6 








**significant 


at the 


.01 level 


TABLE 163 












DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 


CENTERS IN 










TOTAL YEAR ABSENCES 


- CDD I 






Center 




II 


I 


IV 


III 


V 




Mean 


17.72 


16. 85 


13.24 


12.24 


10.71 


II 


17.72 




.87 


4.48* 


5.48** 


7 . 01 ** 


I 


16. 85 






3.61 


4.6l* 


6.14 


IV 


13.24 








1.00 


2.53 


III 


12.24 










1.53 


V 


10.71 












^significant 

*significant 


at the 
at the 


.01 level 
.05 level 
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There was no significant difference found between CDD I and Control I 
across all Centers on the mean total absence, yst for Center IV the Control 
group was shown to be significantly higher in absenteeism (Table l64). 

TABLE 164- 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CONTROL I 
ON TOTAL YEAR ABSENCES 



Center 


Means 

CDD I 


Control I 




Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


16.85 


16.71 




.44 


.06 


II 


17.72 


24.08 




-6. 36 


-1.00 


IV 


13.24 


19.35 




-6.11 


-2.69** 


V 


10.71 


11.82 




-l.ll 


- .69 


Total 


14.99 


16.12 




-1.13 


- .86 


**signif leant 


at the .01 level 










When the total year absence for CDD I in 


its tenth year was compared to 


the eleventh year across all Centers, the difference was non- significant (Table 


lo5). Only for Center III was the 


wit hin-C enter 


comparison significant. 


For 


this Center, 


CDD I students were absent less often 


in the eleventh year 


than 


in the tenth year. 














TABLE 165 










COMPARISON OF 


TENTH AND ELEVENTH GRADE 






TOTAL YEAR ABSENCES - 


CDD I 






Means 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


10th 


11th 




Means 


t 


I 


19.22 


16.85 




2.37 


1.26 


II 


16.89 


17.72 




- .83 


- .41 


III 


20.32 


12.24 




8.08 


3.49** 


IV 


10.27 


13.24 




-2.97 


-1.55 


V, 


11.66 


10.71 




.95 


.64 


Total 


16.07 


14.47 




1.60 


1.75 



**significaht at the .01 level 
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CDD II 

Means and standard deviations of fall semester general averages for 
CDD II students by Center are listed in Table 166. 

TABLE 166 

FALL GENERAL AVERAGE - CDD II 



Center 




N 




Mean 


S.D. 


I 




79 




71.22 


12.86 


II 




116 




75.49 


9.82 


III 




98 




75.92 


9.54 


IV 




93 




71.53 


6.25 


V 




96 




69.06 


8.57 


Total 




482 




72.83 


9.91 




The analysis of variance indicated i 


significant variability between 


Center fall general 


average means 


(Table 167) 


. Both Centers II and III were found 


to have performed on 


. the average 


significantly higher than Centers 1^ IV and V_, as 


shown in 


Table l68. 
















TABLE 167 










FALL GENERAL AVERAGE 


- CDD II 








ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 





Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


3482.91 


4 


870.73 


9.47** 


Error 


43862.48 


477 


91.95 




Total 


47345.39 


48l 


• 





**significant at the .01 level 
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TABLE 168 



DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CENTERS IN 
FALL GENERAL AVERAGE - CDD II 



Center 






III 


II 


IV 


I 


V 






Mean 


75.92 


75.49 


71.53 


71.22 


69.06 


III 




75.92 




.43 


4.39** 


4. 70** 


6. 86** 


II 




75.49 






3.96** 


4.27** 


6. 43** 


IV 




71.53 








.31 


2.47 


I 




71.22 










2.16 


V 




69.O6 












**significant 


at the 


.01 level 












Analysis of variance across 


all Centers also showed the females with a 



mean fall average of 74.99 to significantly higher than the males in performance 
with a mean fall average of 71.18 (F = 18.33* * P < .01). 



The comparison of CDD II to Control II across all Centers resulted in a 
difference significant at the .01 level in favor of the Control group (Table 169). 
A higher performing Control group was seen in Centers IV and V, when within 
Center comparisons were made. 

TABLE 169 

COMPARISON OF CDD II AND CONTROL II ON FALL GENERAL AVERAGE 



Means Diff. bet. 



Center 


CDD II 


Control II 


Means 


t 


I 


71.22 


72.86 


-1.64 


- .74 


II 


75.49 


72.59 


2.90 


1.77 


IV 


71.53 


78.54 


-7.01 


-5.82** 


V 


69.O6 


72.39 


-3.33 


-2.43* 


Total 


72.04 


74.39 


-2.35 


-2.93** 



**significant at the .Ollevel 

*significant at the .05 level 
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When the mean fall average for ODD II across all Centers was compared 
to the performance of ODD I in the tenth grade fall semester, a significant 
difference was found in favor of ODD I. In both Centers XV and V, CDD I 
outperformed CDD II in the fall semester of the first year in the program 
(Table 170). 

TABLE 170 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II ON TENTH GRADE FALL GENERAL AVERAGE 



Center 


Means 

CWT 




CDD II 




Diff. bet. 
Means 


t 


I 


72.35 




71.22 




1.13 


.65 


II 


76.17 




75.49 




.68 


.57 


III 


73.55 




75.92 




-2.37 


-1.71 


IV 


73.84 




71.53 




2.31 


2.28* 


V 


74.66 




69.06 




5.60 


4.43** 


Total 


74.14 




72.83 




1.31 


2.20* 


**significant at 


the .01 level 












*significant at 


the .05 level 












For the spring semester. 


means and corresponding standard deviations for 


general average 


are given in Table 


171. 


The analysis of 


variance showed 


significant differences between Center 


means (Table 172). 


Table 173 shows that 


Centers II, III 


and IV did better ' 


than 


Center I 


academically for the spring 


semester. 


















TABLE 171 










SPRING GENERAL AVERAGE 


- CDD II 






Center 


N 






Mean 




S.D. 


I 


78 






68.89 




14.03 


II 


no 






73.62 




12.17 


III 


95 






71.08 




9*90 


IV 


92 






71.55 




7.95 


V 


96 






67.49 




io.4i 


Total 


471 






70.67 




11.23 
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TABLE 172 



SPRING GENERAL AVERAGE - CDD II 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 



Source 


SS 


df 


MS 




F 


Center 


2264.03 


4 


566. 01 




4.6l** 


Error 


57160. 97 


466 


122. 66 






Total 


59425.00 


470 








^significant 


at the .01 level 














TABLE 173 










DIFFERENCES 


1 BETWEEN CENTERS 


IN 








SPRING AVERAGE - CDD II 








Centers 


II 


IV 


III 


I 


V 




Mean 73. 62 


71.55 


71.08 


68.89 


67.49 


II 


73.62 


2.07 


2.54 


4.73** 


6.13** 


IV 


71.55 




.47 


2.66 


4.06* 


III 


71.08 






2.19 


3.59* 


I 


68.89 








i.4o 


V 


67.49 











-^significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 



The females with 
higher than the males with 



a mean 
a mean 



spring average of 72.56 performed significantly 
of 69.18 (F = 11.94, p < .03). 
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The comparison of the ODD II group to the Control II group yielded 
significant differences in favor of the Control group (Table 174). Centers IV 
and V reflected this trend with higher performing Control groups than CDD groups. 

TABLE 174 

COMPARISON OF CDD II AND CONTROL II 
ON THE SPRING GENERAL AVERAGE 





Means 




Diff. bet. 




Center 


CDD II 


Control II 


Means 


t 


I 


68.89 


68.22 


.67 


.24 


II 


73.62 


71.74 


1.88 


1.22 


IV 


71.55 


80.32 


-8.77 


- 7 . 08 ** 


V 


67.^9 


72.23 


-4.74 


-3.20** 


Total 


70.57 


73.77 


-3.22 


- 3 . 60 ** 


^significant at 


the .01 level 









Table 175 indicates that the CDD I group obtained a significantly higher 
mean spring average than the CDD II group when comparisons were made across all 
Centers. In Centers IV and V, CDD I also performed higher than CDD II. 

TABLE 175 

COMPARISON OF CDD I AND CDD II 
ON THE TENTH YEAR SPRING GENERAL AVERAGE 



Means _ Diff. bet. 

Center CDD - ! ODD II Means 



I 


70.88 


68.89 


1.99 


• 99 


II 


74.39 


73.62 


.77 


.52 


III 


71.27 


71.08 


.19 


.12 


IV 


79.77 


71.55 


8.22 


6 . 90 ** 


V 


72.40 


67.49 


4.91 


3.21** 


Total 


72.78 


70.67 


2.22 


3.11** 



•^significant at the .01 level 



J ERIC 

5 hmnaffaHaaaa 

! : ! 
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Tables 176 and 177 present the number and per cent of students in each 
Center according to number of subjects failed. 

TABLE 176 

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS FAILED PER STUDENT 
CDD II - FALL 1966 







0 




1 




2 




3 




4 + 




Center 


N 


/ 1o 


N 


/ i 


N 


/ i 


N 


/ % 


N 


/ i 


TOTAL 


I 


46 


57.5 


18 


22.5 


8 


10.0 


7 


8.7 


1 


1.2 


80 


II 


76 


66. 6 


18 


15.7 


16 


i4.o 


3 


2.6 


1 


0.8 


n4 


III 


67 


68. 3 


19 


19.3 


8 


8.1 


3 


3.0 


1 


1.0 


98 


IV 


52 


55.9 


29 


31.1 


11 


11.8 


1 


1.0 


0 


0.0 


93 


V 


46 


48.4 


26 


27.3 


15 


15.7 


6 


6.3 


2 


2.1 


95 


Total 


287 


59.7 


no 


22.9 


58 


12,0 


20 


4.1 


5 


1.0 


48o 












TABLE 177 


















NUMBER OF SUBJECTS FAILED 


PER STUDENT 
















CDD 


II - 


SPRING 1967 














0 




1 




2 




3 




4 + 




Center 


N 


/ i 


N 


/ i 


N 


/ f 


N 


/ i 


N 


/ i 


TOTAL 


I 


37 


46.8 


20 


25.3 


8 


10.1 


6 


7.5 


8 


10.1 


79 


II 


67 


59.8 


28 


25c 0 


9 


8.0 


6 


5.3 


2 


1.7 


112 


III 


40 


4l.2 


38 


39.1 


10 


10.3 


5 


5.1 


4 


4.1 


97 


IV 


56 


60.8 


16 


17.3 


13 


l4.l 


5 


5.4 


2 


2.1 


92 


V 


42 


43.7 


16 


16.6 


21 


21.8 


12 


12.3 


5 


5.2 


96 


Total 


242 


50.8 


118 


24.7 


61 


12.8 


34 


7.1 


21 


4.4 


476 



l 

l 



M 






i 

1 

I 



n 

r 



1 



o 

ERIC 

haiaatffiKLia.1 

l 



j 



il 



L 

il 

1 

0 



0 
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The means ard standard deviations for the foreign language regents for 
ODD II are given in Table 178. 

TABLE 178 

FOREIGN LANGUAGE REGENTS - ODD II 



Center 


N 




Means 


S.D. 


I 


33 




72.12 


4.90 


II 


29 




77.28 


14.45 


III 


6i 




72.80 


14.98 


IV 


64 




75.20 


11.37 


V 


32 




67.69 


15.42 


Total 


219 




73.25 


13.20 




The analysis of variance 


demonstrated 


significant variability between 


Center means (Table 179). Both Centers 11 and IV performed on the average 




significantly better than Center V (Table l8o). 










TABLE 179 








FOREIGN LANGUAGE REGENTS CDD II 






ANALYSIS OF 


VARIANCE BETWEEN CENTERS 




Source 


SS 


df 


MS 


F 


Center 


1758.51 


4 


439.62 


2.58* 


Error 


36410. 18 


214 


170.14 




Total 


38168. 69 


218 







0 



*significant at the .05 level 



J 



er|c 



